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ADDENDUM 

This addendum has been prepared by NHTSA staff to place study 
findings in the larger perspective of the overall pedestrian 
problem and research and development activities, as well as to note 
selected findings of interest. 

Major objectives of this project were to determine (1) the 
incidence of alcohol in adult pedestrian "victims" who are killed 
or injured in motor-vehicle crashes, and (2) whether alcohol is 
'overrepresented" in such crashes when compared to non-accident 
controls. The results indicated that about one-half of the adult 
pedestrian victims studied--both fatal and non-fatal--had been 
drinking prior to crash involvement and that alcohol was 
overrepresented in these victims, especially at elevated blood 
alcohol concentration (BAC) levels. Approximately one-third of the 
adult urban pedestrian accident victims had BAC levels greater than 
0.15% (35% for the fatality group and 30% for the injury group), 
whereas the comparable percentages for the non-accident involved 
control groups ranged between 1% and 7%. 

Pedestrians at BACs between .05% and .09% were 1 to 2 times as 
likely to be involved in an injury or fatality crash as compared to 
sober pedestrians at 0.0% BAC; at BACs between .10% and .14%, 
approximately 1-1/2 to 4-1/2 times more likely; and at .20% to 
.24%, approximately 5 to 37 times more likely. 

Assuming that the increase in the relative risk curves (between 
.10% to .15% BAC) reported for adult pedestrian crashes indicates 
that at .10% BAC and above alcohol is a contributing factor to 
pedestrian/motor vehicle crashes, then approximately 46% of the 
fatal and 36% of the injury crashes in the study could be 
attributed, at least in part, to alcohol. Also, given the finding 
that adult ped strians are involved in approximately 50% of the 
urban in ury land 80% of the urban fatality, pedestrian 
crashes? , and assuming that alcohol is not involved in non-adult 
(under 14) urban pedestrian accidents, estimates of the involvement 
of alcohol in urban pedestrian accidents are as follows: 

1/ Source: Pedestrian Injury Causation Study (PICS) NCSA, NHTSA 

2/ Source: Fatal Accident Reporting System (FARS) NCSA, MITSA 
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Alcohol is involved as a contributing factor in approximately 372 
(462 x 80%)* of the urban pedestrian fatalities and 18% (36% x 
50%)** of the injuries. 

As regards the specific accident types and behavioral errors 
associated with alcohol, the results indicate that one specific 
situation is much more common for high-BAC pedestrians than for 
sober pedestrians. The situation involves pedestrians who wander 
into the street and walk directly into moving vehicles. In 
addition, alcohol appears to produce an increase in errors 
associated with the pedestrian's selection of appropriate crossing 
locations, and his evaluation during the crossing maneuver of what 
must be done to avoid an accident. Examples of "course (crossing) 
location" errors include the pedestrian sitting on the curb or 
laying in the roadway. Examples of "evaluation" error include the 
pedestrian misperceiving the driver's intent, or not;predicting 
correctly the vehicle and pedestrian path. 

Finally, it should be stressed that none of the countermeasures 
mentioned in the report is ready for implementation at this time. 
The countermeasure concepts presented in the report have not been 
examined for feasibility or cost-effectiveness, nor have they been 
field tested to determine their impact on alcohol-pedestrian 
accidents. Additional work is needed to further define the nature 
of the alcohol-pedestrian problem and to use this information in 
the development of useful remedies. 

*46% is the percentage of fatal adult pedestrians above .102 BAC, 
80% i8 the percentage of urban fatal accidents involving adults. 

**36% is the percentage of injured adult pedestrians above .10% BAC,
50% is the percentage of urban injury accidents involving adults. 
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SUMMARY 

The objectives-of the present study were to determine the 
frequency of alcohol involvement in adult (14 years and older) 
injured pedestrians, determine whether alcohol was "overrepresen­
ted" and, if overrepresented, determine if alcohol played a unique 
causal role. Shortly after data collection began, the effort was 
modified to include determination of specific accident or colli­
sion "type," behavioral errors and alcohol histories as a func­
tion of pedestrian blood alcohol concentration (BAC). The data, 
collected between March 1, 1975 and April 1, 1976 in New Orleans, 
showed that alcohol is overrepresented as compared to accident 
case matched, controls and that very high BACs among crash in­
volved pedestrians are common. 

Methods Summary 

The project began with a review of legal/ethical factors 
associated with collection and storage of BAC data obtained from 
injured pedestrians. It was concluded that neither blood nor 
breath samples could be taken for the purposes of this study 
without the informed consent of the pedestrian. It was further 
concluded that. the confidentiality of any collected data was of. 
paramount importance. Elaborate procedures were developed to safe­
guard the data and excise all information that could be used to 
identify the victim. These procedures effectively broke the 
"chain of evidence" so that the data collected were not of utility 
for possible legal actions, civil or criminal, arising from the 
pedestrian accidents studied. 

Efforts were also undertaken early in the project to identify 
how a BAC measurement could be obtained from a pedestrian. In par­
ticular, it was essential to know where measurements could be taken, 
what bodily substance would be used and by what technique would they 
be analyzed. From the outset, it was clear that these questions 
had to be answered separately for the fatally injured, non-fatally 
injured and controls. It was also clear that the non-fatals would 
be the most difficult. It was concluded that non-fatals could best 
be sampled in a hospital emergency room setting. Sampling at the 
crash site was considered impractical, exceedingly difficult and 
inappropriate for the more seriously injured. Hospitals were 
contacted in several locations throughout the United States. The 
Charity Hospital of Louisiana at New Orleans 'was eventually selected. 
Charity's primary advantage was that it was a single large hospital 
that handled emergency cases from essentially an entire metropoli­
tan area.. Nearly all seriously injured trauma victims in New Orleans 
are taken to Charity since it has one of the best equipped emergency 
facilities in, that region of Louisiana staffed by-two large univer­
sity medical schools (Tulane and Louisiana State).,'`BAC determina­
tion at the Hospital was accomplished using gas 6hrcmatography of 
blood. Control subjects and fatally injured pedestrians were also 
sampled in New Orleans. Controls were approached on the street and 
asked to provide a breath sample for analysis. Data for fatally 
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injured, including BAC measurements, were provided,by the Orleans 
Parish Coroner. 

Figure 1 provides an overview of the methods and procedures 
used in this study.- The first row of the figure shows fatals, 
sampled non-fatals and all adult crashes. Fatals (N = 861 were 
sampled for afour year period to provide a sufficient sample 
size for analysis. Non-fatals (N = 173) were sampled as they 
occurred over a 13 month period. BACs for these two groups were 
obtained as discussed above. Police accident reports were ob­
tained for these crashes as well as all reported adult pedestrian 
crashes (N = 1,692) occurring in New Orleans from January 1, 1973 
to April 1, 1976. Drivers and pedestrians from the non-fatal sam­
ple were interviewed concerning detailed crash information and 
pedestrians were questioned concerning their use of alcohol 
(Mortimer-Filkins Questionnaire, see Kerlan, et al., 1971). Arrest 
records were obtained for all sampled drivers and pedestrians. 
U.S. Weather Bureau data was obtained for sampled crashes covering 
time of crash and time of control sampling. 

Control sampling was conducted at the same time of day, 
same day of week, and same location as the sampled crashes. 
Adult pedestrians passing these locations were approached by a 
uniformed New Orleans Police Officer and asked to participate in 
the study.. Sampling lasted for one hour and adults were stopped 
irrespective of age and sex. Approximately 18% of the pedestrians 
approached refused participation in the study, typically because 
they were "in a hurry." Refusals were not distributed differen­
tially as a function of sex, race, day of week, time of day or the 
injured pedestrian's BAC. They did, however, tend to be older. 
Three conceptually different control groups were formed for the 
purposes of making comparisons to the experimental or crash in­
volved pedestrians. The "Age, Sex, Site Matched Group" consisted 
of that one control subject at each location who was the same 
sex as the injured pedestrian and was closest in age. The "Site 
Matched Group" consisted of those three control subjects at each 
location sampled closest in time to the accident, irrespective of 
age and sex. The third control group, "Population at Large," was 
obtained by sampling at 112 randomly selected locations throughout 
the city. 

The first set of analyses performed were concerned with.com­
paring. New Orleans with other U.S. Cities and comparing those 
crashes entering the sample with those New Orleans crashes that 
did not enter the sample. It was found that liquor sales (case) 
in New Orleans were comparable to other U.S. cities. Concerning 
accidents, New Orleans seems to have a few more "Disabled Vehicle," 
"Bus Stop" and "Auto-Auto" type pedestrian crashes and a few less 
"Dart-out first".and vehicle turning crashes. Otherwise, New 
Orleans,is quite comparable to other U.S. cities. Comparisons 
between those adult New Orleans crashes which entered the sample 
and these that did not, showed that the sampled crashes tended to 
involve greater injury severity and older pedestrians. This is 
not unexpected since the site of sampling was a hospital emergency 
room. . 
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Results Summary 

Table 1 shows the. distribution of BACs for the fatal and non­
fatal sampled pedestrians for whom valid BAC measures were avail­
able. These results show that about 50% of these pedestrians 
had been. drinking prior to their crashes and 45% of the fatals 
and 36% of the non-fatals had BACs of .10% or higher. Moreover, 
24% of sampled pedestrians had BACs of .20% or higher. Pedestrian 
alcohol involvement was more common. 

among male pedestrians 
in the age range 30-59 years 
among those with a prior arrest record 
at night 
on weekends 

However, a variety of other variables such as race and accident 
location, showed little or no relationship to pedestrian BAC. 

An analysis of pre-crash behaviors showed that driver errors 
were more common when the pedestrian's BAC was .00%. Driver errors 
declined at higher pedestrian BACs. For the most part, there was 
little difference in the specific types of errors that pedestrians 
made at..00% BAC and the errors made at .10% BAC or higher. The 
one exception to this result occurred with the category "Ped-Course-
Location" which includes "laying in road" and "high exposure loca­
tion." More of these errors occurred at higher pedestrian BAC. 
Concerning accident type, it was found that the alcohol crashes 
were more often "unclassifiable," "other" and "pedestrian strikes 
vehicle" and less often of the defined specific situation types 
such as "multiple threat," "turning vehicle" and "bus stop." 

The pedestrian crash victims were compared to each of the 
three control groups and relative risk curves were plotted. The 
results showed that the increased risk associated with alcohol 
were minimal below .10% BAC and very large at .20% and above. 
Estimating increased risk in the .108-.199% range depended on the 
selection of the most appropriate control group. The most con­
servative Age and Sex-Site Matched group showed comparatively little 
increased risk in this range while the least conservative Population 
at Large group showed a large increase in risk. This implies that 
drinking behavior is correlated with location, age, sex, time of 
day or a combination of these factors. 

The crash victim and site controls did not differ significantly 
as a function of sex or race, but the victim group was older. 
Weather did not vary significantly from the time of the crash as 
compared with the time of control sampling, suggesting that weather 
is not a major factor. Mortimer-Filkins score was related posi­
tively to both victim and control BAC but did not differentiate 
victims from controls. Also, the victims.tended to be less educated 
and have more marital problems than controls.: A.descriptive model 
was generated using information from the police accident report to 
distinguish those crashes where the pedestrian had been drinking 
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Table 1. BAC Levels for Adult Fatal and 

Non-Fatal Crash Involved Pedestrians. 

Blood Alcohol Co trationcen n Fatal Non-Fatal 

(% wt./vol.) N % N % 

.000 39 49% 73 51% 

.001 - .049 2 2% 13 9% 

.050 - .099 3 4% 6 4% 

.100 - .149 9 11% 8 6% 

.150 - .199 6 8% 10 7% 

.200 - .249 7 9% 14 10% 

.25 + 14 18% 19 13% 

TOTAL 80 100% 14 100% 
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from those where'the pedestrian had not been drinking. 

It was concluded that pedestrian drinking is a major factor 
in.adult pedestrian-vehicle crashes. The problem parallels the 
driver alcohol problem in that it typically involves middle.aged 
males and occurs at night and on weekends. However, the evidence 
suggests that the BAC's of accident involved drinking pedestrians 
are higher, on average, than the BAC's of drinking drivers, and 
the pedestrian risk curve does not begin its dramatic rise until 
these higher BAC's.are reached. Concerning the accidents them­
selves, it was concluded that many alcohol involved. crashes re­
sult from pedestrian risk-taking and are probably related to 
alcohol's effect on judgement. Others appeared to result from 
direct psychomotor impairment and were characterized by staggering, 
falling and a general loss of psychomotor control. Countermeasures 
and coyintermeasure research were recommended related to education, 
legal (e.g., Walking While Intoxicated laws), case finding (e.g., 
identification and rehabilitation), the alcohol,product (e.g., 
lower proof. of beverage) and roadway engineering. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

This is the final report under Contract No. DOT-HS-4-00946 
from the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA). 
As originally conceived, this project was designed to answer the 
following research questions: 

1.­ What is the frequency of alcohol's involvement in 
pedestrian fatalities and injuries? 

2.­ Is alcohol "overrepresented" in pedestrian fatalities 
and/or accidents on the basis of comparison with the 
alcohol involvement of pedestrians similarly exposed 
but not struck? 

3.­ If alcohol is overrepresented, does it have a unique 
causal role; i.e., does its presence occasion critical 
behavioral errors which are different from and/or more 
frequent than errors occurring in pedestrian accidents 
having no alcohol involvement? 

The contract was subsequently modified such that information would 
be collected on the drinking history of involved pedestrians, and 
more information would be collected on the type of accident and 
kinds of behavioral errors associated with varying levels of BAC. 
The additional research questions which prompted the modification 
were as follows: 

4.­ What "types"* of collisions are occurring which in­
volve an alcohol impaired pedestrian victim? Are they 
different from sober pedestrian accidents? 

5.­ What kinds of behavioral errors or information proces­
sing failures are occurring in these pedestrian alcohol 
involved collisions? By degree of alcohol involvement 
(e.g., .01-.05; .06-.09; .1.0-.,14; .15-.20; .21+)? 

6.­ What are the alcohol histories of these alcohol in­
volved pedestrian collision victims? What, where, when, 
why do they drink? What classifications of drinkers 
are they? What was their trip plan, relative exposure 
to risk, etc.? 

Together, these two sets of questions determined the required 
experimental plan for this effort and the analyses conducted.. 

The remainder of this report is divided into three sections. 
Chapter II details the methods and experimental design. Chapter 

*As per the typology developed by Snyder and Knoblauch (1971) 
and refined by Knoblauch (1975). 



III presents all major study results and Chapter IV discusses the 
relevant findings and suggests possible countermeasures. Raw data 
may be found in the Appendices. Relevant literature has been pre­
viously reviewed and published under this contract (see Zylman, 
Blomberg and Preusser, 197.4). 



II.­ METHODS 

This section presents the experimental rationale and the 
specific procedures utilized during the conduct of this study. 
As discussed earlier, the original objectives of this project 
may be summarized as: 

1. Determine the frequency of alcohol involvement 
in pedestrian fatalities and injuries. 

2. Determine if alcohol is overrepresented. 

3. If overrepresented, does alcohol lead to unique 
sets of critical behavioral errors. 

Also as discussed earlier, the scope of this project was increased 
four months after the start of data collection to include infor­
mation on: 

4.­ "Accident types" for alcohol impaired and 
sober pedestrians. 

5.­ Kinds of behavioral errors as a function of de­
gree of alcohol involvement. 

6.­ The alcohol histories (e.g., evidence of problem 
drinking) of pedestrians involved in collisions. 

Together, these two sets of objectives determined the experimen­
tal procedures required for this project. 

The first task in this effort was to develop an experimen­
tal approach which could satisfy these objectives. Tentative 
procedures were outlined and various city and county jurisdic­
tions were contacted to determine whether or not they could pro­
vide the required data and were willing to participate in the 
study. The result of this process, discussed briefly under "A. 
Development of Preliminary Study Plan," was a decision to con­
duct the study in New Orleans with the help of Charity Hospital of 
Louisiana at New Orleans, the Orleans Parish Coroner and the New 
Orleans Police Department. The next step was to develop an over­
allexperimental plan within the arrangements made with New Orleans 
officials. This overall plan is presented under "B. Experimental 
Design" below. Essentially, this plan called for implementing-five 
data collection subsystems as follows: 

Accident Report Data - Obtain Police accident reports 
for all New Orleans pedestrian accidents.. 

Fatal Data - Obtain Coroner's report A Ad-related data 
for all pedestrian fatalities 



Injury Data - Charity Hospital sampling of injured 
pedestrians and testing for alcohol 

Interview Data - Conduct follow-up interviews among 
drivers. and injured pedestrians 

Control Sampling - Conduct "roadside" testing for 
similarly exposed yet non-involved pedestrians 

These specific data collection subsystems are discussed in sec­
tions "C.-G." below. This is followed by a discussion of data 
coding and the assignment of judgemental codes covering such 
things as accident "type" and critical behavioral errors. 

A. Development of Preliminary Study Plan 

1. Site Selection 

The primary requirement for achieving the objectives 
of this study was the ability to obtain a reliable, quantitative 
measure of blood alcohol concentration from injured pedestrians 
soon after their crash. While a variety of techniques for achiev­
ing this requirement were considered, they all inevitably involved 
either a "chase team",approach in which project staff would go 
to the accident scene or an "emergency room" approach where pedes­
tria's would be tested at one or only a few central locations. 
Of the two, it was felt that the "emergency room" approach was 
better suited to the needs of the study. Simply, this approach 
avoided the problems of; having "chase teams" on call 24 hours a 
day, 7 days a week; transportation of test equipment; and, most 
importantly, potential interference with on-scene emergency medi­
cal care. 

The main requirement for the "emergency room" approach 
was to have the cooperation of one or a few hospitals whose emer­
gency treatment facilities handled a sufficient number of injured 
pedestrians to provide reasonable sample sizes. In addition, the 
cooperating hospital(s) would have to service a geographical area 
suitable for the conduct of the study. For instance, it was 
felt desirable to avoid areas at which new or otherwise atypical 
pedestrian safety countermeasures had been implemented. Also, 
an urban area was desired as the pedestrian accident problem is 
more severe in urban areas. Further, any area,selected could 
not have radically different demographic patterns as compared 
to the nation as a whole. Ultimately, five areas or potential 
study sites were singled out for preliminary contacts: 

Nassau County, New York 
Boston 
New Orleans 
Los Angeles 
Miami 



Discussions were held with individuals from all five 
of these potential study sites. However, only in New Orleans 
was it definitely established that a hospital would adopt pro­
cedures whereby blood alcohol concentration could be measured 
and other essential data could be obtained from a sufficient 
sample of injured pedestrians. Also, this hospital, the Charity 
Hospital of-Louisiana at New Orleans, provides most of the emer­
gency treatment in the city for seriously injured pedestrians. 
In view of these initial contact results, detailed discussions 
with relevant officials in New Orleans were initiated. Meetings 
were held between members of the project staff and representa­
tives of: 

Charity Hospital 
The Orleans Parish Coroner 
The New Orleans Police Department 
The Office of the Mayor 
The Office of the City Attorney 

All of these agencies evidenced a willingness to cooperate with 
the project and to support the study. Charity Hospital agreed to 
test injured pedestrians, the Parish Coroner agreed to provide data 
for the fatally injured and the Police Department agreed to pro­
vide accident reports. In addition, the Office of the Mayor ex­
pressed support for the study and the City Attorney felt tiat the 
study procedures presented no legal impediments under City or 
State codes. 

Thus, New Orleans was selected as the study site and 
negotiations with other localities were discontinued. New Orleans 
did not have any atypical pedestrian safety programs and was not 
considered to have particularly atypical demographic or transpor­
tation patterns. The population of the city (1970 U.S. Census) 
was 593,471 with just over one million in the New Orleans "Stan­
dard Metropolitan Statistical Area." The median education level 
was 10.8 years; approximately 206,000 hold jobs; and the popula­
tion was 47% male, 53% female. Moreover, per capita alcohol sales 
in New Orleans are not atypical given the size of the city and 
the degree of tourism (see The Liquor Handbook, 1977). 

2. Selection of Alcohol Assessment Techniques 

As plans for this study developed, it became clear 
that blood alcohol concentration would need to be measured in 
three different situations: 

Fatally injured - Parish Coroner 
Non-fatally injured - Charity Hospital 
Control subjects - Similarly exposed yet non-

involved pedestrians sampled on the street 
same time of day, day of week as the injured 
pedestrian 
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Concerning the fatally injured, quantitative assessment of blood 
alcohol concentration (BAC) is made by the Coroner's Office using 
procedures established prior to this study. Specifically, in 
New Orleans, BAC of fatally injured pedestrians who die within 24 
hours of a crash is determined through blood analysis utilizing 
the same techniques described below for Charity Hospital. Alcohol 
assessment techniques for use by this study thus had to be selected 
only for the non-fatally injured and the control subjects. 

Quantitative assessment of blood alcohol concentration 
maybe accomplished through analysis of body tissue, body fluid 
or expired breath. Tissue analysis is appropriate only for use 
by the Coroner's Office and thus was not considered for the non-
fatally injured or the control subjects. Among the body fluids, 
measurement is theoretically possible using blood, urine, saliva 
or sweat. Of all the possible techniques, most is known about 
testing blood and expired breath. After considering these alterna­
tives, and the existing situation in New Orleans, it was decided 
that alcohol assessment (for the non-fatally injured) would be 
accomplished using a sample of venous blood drawn in the emergency 
room at Charity Hospital. Concerning the control subjects, it was 
decided that the best alternative was expired breath analyzed on-
site immediately after collection. 

Charity Hospital has the trained medical personnel, 
blood sampling equipment, storage facilities and analytical facil­
ities for the blood tests. Further, the likelihood of obtaining 
an injured pedestrian's consent to a blood sample within the con­
fines of the Hospital was judged to be good, and, in fact, was ex­
cellent. Blood samples are routinely drawn in the emergency room, 
and the amount of additional blood required for BAG determination 
is negligible. 

Analysis of collected blood samples was undertaken by 
Charity Hospital's Pathology Department under the direct supervi­
sion of the Chief of Pathology who is also the Parish toxicologist. 
BAC determination in units of weight per volume (mg of alcohol per 
100 ml of blood) was made utilizing a Hewlett-Packard gas chromato­
graph with integrator. Standards were run prior to each test and 
all extremely high BACs (approximately .20 and above) were repeated 
until the blood sample was exhausted. The hospital's equipment is 
modern and well maintained. Blind alcohol samples provided by. 
several national organizations are utilized periodically to insure 
the accuracy of both equipment and procedures. Conditions did not 
permit submitting special blind alcohol samples from this project 
as a further test of the analytic process. However, the regular 
Charity Hospital procedures are sufficiently comprehensive to re­
move any doubt concerning the validity of BAC measurements on non-
fatally injured pedestrians in this study. 

While blood analysis appeared better suited for the 
Hospital, analysis of expired breath appeared better suited for 
control subjects. As discussed below, the controls were "similarly 
exposed" yet non-accident involved pedestrians sampled at the 
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same time of day and day of week as the injured pedestrians ty­
pically two or three weeks following the accident. Thus, collec­
tion of a sample for alcohol assessment had to be accomplished in 
the field. Under these conditions, breath testing has two major 
advantages over other techniques. First, providing a breath sam­
ple into a collection or analytical device is of minimal inconvenience 
to the subject thus maximizing the likelihood that subjects will 
agree to participate. Second, available devices are generally 
quite easy to operate, and require only a modicum of technical 
training. Further, the correlation between BAC as measured through 
breath and as measured by blood is known to be high. The one dis­
advantage of breath testing is the effect-of residual mouth alcohol, 
thus control subjects who recently consumed an alcoholic beverage 
had to wait at least 15 minutes before they could be tested. The 
effect of residual alcohol is to inflate the obtained BAC reading. 

Of the major quantitative, on-the-spot breath testing 
equipment available at the time data collection began (employing 
gas-liquid chromatography, chromic acid/photoelectric analysis, 
electromechanical oxidation--"fuel cell," and infrared energy 
absorption), a fuel cell type device was selected for use in the 
field testing of control subjects. The device is called the 
ALCO-LIMITER and is marketed by Energetics Science in Elmsford, 
New York. It is compact and requires only a 20 cc heated sample 
of breath for analysis in the fuel cell. The heater element of 
the breath sample chamber requires 12 volts DC--ideally suited 
for running off a car battery in the field. The electronics and 
air pump are powered by C size dry cells. No consumables are re­
quired to conduct breath tests (except a plastic mouthpiece for 
each subject). The most noteworthy evidence of the accuracy and 
reliability of this device is the fact that the ALCO-LIMITER has 
passed the tests for a "mobile evidential breath tester" conducted 
at the DOT/Transportation Systems Center. More specifically, this 
was the only commercially available fuel cell device to pass all 
tests called for by the NHTSA "Standard for Devices to Measure 
Breath Alcohol" (November, 1973). 

3. Legal Issues 

This project offered a series of legal problems which 
had to be dealt with before data collection could begin. For 
the fatally injured, the problems were non-existent since the 
Coroner's reports for BAC were and are public documents. For 
control subjects, the problems were minimal since each subject-
was in a position to freely refuse to participate, names were 
not required and testing was not conducted during a time of crisis. 
However, for the non-fatal injury group, there were serious legal/ 
ethical issues falling into four categories as follows: 

negligence or malpractice against the individual 
or organization actually collecting the samples 
from a subject 
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assault or battery upon a subject by obtaining 
a sample without his consent, i.e., "wrongful 
touching" of his person 

the notion of violation of the person's property 
rights by utilizing a sample drawn for medical 
reasons for research purposes of this study 

safeguarding subjects from subsequent use of 
data in court 

Concern over these issues was greatly reduced when the decision 
was made to sample non-fatal injuries in a hospital setting as 
opposed to any form of "chase team" approach. Obviously, if 
unsterile equipment or inept procedures'are used in the hospital, 
a tort against the person or property of the patient might be 
created. However, this risk of negligence is constant in an 
emergency room and all personnel are trained to guard against 
it by utilizing proper procedures and equipment. 

The questions of assault or battery and property rights 
was effectively handled in the Hospital by obtaining written and 
"informed" consent from the patient. This removed the chance 
of committing a legal wrong by touching another person. Further, 
in an emergency situation, consent is implied by law. Thus, when 
a patient is unable to give consent or his life is immediately 
threatened, he is assumed to have given his consent, even though 
this consent has not been "expressed," e.g., verbal or written. 

The final problem is both legal and ethical in nature. 
It involves protecting a subject who volunteered for the study 
from the subsequent use of the collected data in a criminal or 
ciVil action, i.e., maintaining the promise of anonymity. For 
example, a driver being sued for damages by a pedestrian might 
attempt a defense which claimed the pedestrian was intoxicated. 
This defense would be helped considerably by a positive BAC mea­
surement performed for this study. It could be argued that a 
highly (however defined) intoxicated pedestrian is likely to be 
responsible for his accident and should therefore not make a driver 
pay damages. However, this causal role of alcohol has not been 
widely demonstrated for pedestrians, is likely to vary case-to­
case, and is, in fact, a prime focus of this study. Thus, it 
was important to limit the chance that study data could be use­
ful in legal proceedings. 

The easiest and best ways to ensure that data volun­
tarily provided by a subject are unavailable to the courts are 
to alter the form of the data, i.e., code it, to remove it phy­
sically from the jurisdiction in which any suit would be filed, 
and to break the chain of evidence. Coding, no matter how sim­
ple, destroys the meaning of the BAC measurement to all but the 
coder. Thus, even if the records were to be requested by a court, 
they would be useless as evidence in the absence of the coder. 
Similarly, obliterating subject names when they are no longer 
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needed is an effective means of "coding" or "hiding" data. Con­
cerning the chain of evidence, it is possible to store, transport 
and handle data (and the blood itself) such that it would be in­
admissable in court. At a minimum, the refrigerator used to 
store the blood samples was not locked and labeling procedures 
were not standard, thus the chain of evidence was purposely not 
guaranteed by the procedures adopted by this study. As such, 
any resulting data would not be admissable evidence.. A more 
complete discussion of the evidentiary value of the Hospital BAC 
data can be found in Appendix A. 

4. Summary 

As can be seen from the foregoing, alcohol assessment, 
legal and site selection issues were all interrelated problems. 
Together, they determined where the study was to be conducted, 
how alcohol level was to be determined and what procedures had 
to be employed regardless of experimental consideration. Reso­
lution of the most difficult of these issues was found in New 
Orleans, through the Charity Hospital. The BAC's for fatally 
injured pedestrians were determined through analysis of blood as 
performed by the Parish Coroner. BAC for non-fatal pedestrians 
were determined by Charity Hospital again using blood. Control 
subjects were tested using breath testing equipment. And, the 
rights of the non-fatally injured were protected by purposely 
breaking the chain of evidence for any collected data and cbtain­
ing an informed consent prior to collection of the blood sample. 

B. Experimental Design 

The requirements of this study demanded both in-depth data 
on the crash, including the crash victim, and a comparison or 
control group capable of testing the over or under representa­
tion of alcohol. The major groups considered were the adult 
fatally injured pedestrians, adult non-fatally injured pedestrians 
taken to Charity Hospital, all pedestrian accident victims, and 
the control groups. 

For the purposes of this study, the following definitions 
were adopted: 

Adult - Anyone 14 years of age or older 

Pedestrian Victim - Any person involved in a motor vehicle 
accident who is not in or upon a motor 
vehicle or non-motor vehicle and 
whose injuries did not result from 
falling from a motor or non-motor 
vehicle (i.e., bicyclists and passen­
gers are excluded) 

Motor Vehicle Accident - Any accident involving a motor 
vehicle in transport. That is, 
in motion, in readiness for 



motion or on a roadway, but 
not parked. 

Fatally Injured - Any pedestrian victim, classified as 
an auto fatality by the Parish Coroner, 
,who dies within 24 hours of the crash 

Non-Fatally Injured - Any pedestrian victim who survives 
the crash for 24 hours or more 

1.­ Experimental Groups 

Thus, the first group of interest in this study was

the adult fatally injured pedestrian victims referred to as

"fatals." Each year, New Orleans experiences approximately

twenty five of these adult fatals. As such, a one year period

would not have provided sufficient numbers of these crashes to

permit any extensive data analysis. For this reason, the fatals

sampled for this project covered a four year period from 1 March

1972 through 1 April 1976. The method of obtaining the cases

and handling the resulting data is covered in Section D below.


The second group of interest was the adult non-fatally 
injured pedestrian victims referred, to as "injuries." These were 
all injured pedestrians taken to Charity Hospital during the peri­
od 1 March 1975 through 1 April 1976 (the 13 month study "year"). 
Procedures used in the Hospital to identify and obtain blood sam­
ples from these people are discussed in Section E. Also, to the 
extent possible, follow-up interviews were conducted with these 
pedestrians and with the involved driver(s). Interviewing pro­
cedures are discussed in Section F. 

2. Control Groups 

The third major group was the control subjects. For 
the most part, these were similarly exposed yet non-involved 
pedestrians at the same location, same time of day, same day of 
week as the original crash. For fatals from 1 March 1972 to 
1 March 1975, this sampling was conducted during the 1 March 1975 
to 1 March 1976 period on the same day of the year. Thus, if a 
fatal crash occurred on the third Tuesday in June, 1973, it would 
have been control sampled on the third Tuesday in June, 1976., 
For fatals and injuries occurring between 1 March 1975 and 1 
April 1976, sampling was conducted two to four weeks following 
the crash. Each crash site was control sampled for one hour 
beginning one half hour prior to the time of the crash and ending 
one half hour after the time of the crash. In general, all adults 
walking by the accident scene were control sampled. Control 
sampling at accident locations was augmented by one-hour control 
sampling at 112 randomly selected locations in New Orleans spread 
evenly across all hours of the day and all days of the week. 
Specific procedures for stopping pedestrians, testing and selec­
tion of the 112 random locations are covered in Section G. 
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Obviously, the important comparisons in this study are 
between the accident victims and their respective controls. 
Were there, for instance, more pedestrians among the crash groups 
who had been drinking or more pedestrians in the control group? 
From an experimental viewpoint, however, determining the appro­
priate comparison, and in particular the appropriate subset of 
all control.subjects to be used for the comparison, is not a tri­
vial matter. Furthermore, there probably is no one appropriate 
control group for all of the questions that can and should be asked 
of the data. Thus, the experimental design for this project 
specified three. theoretically different control groups varying 
in the amount of experimental control to be exercised over (pre­
sumably) risk-associated variables. The first group, "Age and 
Sex- Site Matched Controls," attempts to exercise experimental 
control over every risk-associated variable for which control was 
possible within the framework of this study. This group provides 
a relatively unbiased, though conservative, test of the basic 
research question. The second group, "Site Matched Controls," 
was formed by allowing age and sex to vary, while controlling 
for site related variables. The third group, "Random Controls," 
allowed age, sex and site related variables to vary thus enabling 
overall comparisons between the accident involved pedestrians and 
the total pedestrian population. 

Age and Sex - Site Matched Controls. Of the three 
control groups constructed, this is by far the most constrained 
and provides the most rigorous test of alcohol's relationship to 
pedestrian crashes. The aim in establishing this group was to 
control for as many exposure-risk, etc., factors as was possible 
in a field situation. The sample was formed by conducting sam­
pling on the same day of week, at the same time of day and at 
the same location as a previous fatal or injury crash. The follow­
ing procedures were utilized: 

Time of day - Specified as to hour and minute, 
usually as determined from police 
accident report. Sampling began 
one half hour prior to the time of 
the crash and ended one half hour 
following the crash. 

Day of week - The exact day was utilized unless 
confounded by a local or national 
holiday. If holiday, the next 
weekday (Mon.-Fri.) or weekend 
(Sat.-Sun.) holiday was utilized as 
appropriate. 

Location - Insofar as possible, the sample con­
sisted of adult pedestrians walking at 
the exact point where the previous crash 
had occurred. The objective was to 
sample identically or at least similarly 
exposed yet non-crash involved indivi­

-11­


i 



duals. Using the police accident report, 
the sampling team determined the exact 
location of the crash. If midblock, 
this exact location was the projection 
back to the sidewalk or shoulder from 
which the pedestrian entered the roadway 
and the sample consisted of pedestrians 
passing that point. If the accident 
occurred in a marked or unmarked cross­
walk, the sample consisted of pedestrians 
utilizing that crosswalk as'opposed to 
pedestrians who did not cross orpedes­
trians who utilized different legs of 
the intersection. Direction of travel 
of the injured pedestrian (across the 
specified intersection leg) was used as 
an additional sampling criteria at those 
locations where pedestrian traffic density 
was sufficient to allow control for direc­
tion yet still produce adequate sample 
sizes. 

The Age and Sex-Site Matched Control subject for a given pedestrian 
victim was that one control subject stopped and tested who was of 
the same sex as the victim and most closely approximated the victim 
in terms of age. 

The purpose of the age and sex site matched control sam­
ple was to provide experimental control over all possible risk and 
exposure associated variables. No field research effort could pos­
sibly control for all of these possibly intervening variables, 
nevertheless, it was felt that the age and sex site matched group 
represented the most rigorous degree of control possible in a field 
environment. Specifically, this group provides direct control over 
the following variables, all or most of which probably influence 
-pedestrian exposure to risk: 

Age 
Sex 
Time of day 
Day of week 
Location 

The critical aspect of each of these variables is the 
manner in which they may influence exposure. Age, for instance, 
was controlled because older pedestrians may exhibit (and probably 
do exhibit) crossing behavior different from that of younger pedes­
trians, irrespective of alcohol. Similarly, males may exhibit 
different crossing behavior than females,'again irrespective of 
alcohol. Further, crossing behavior and other pedestrian behavior 
may vary as a function of time of day, day of week, location, etc. 
Clearly, some of these variables may have no, influence whatsoever 
on exposure to risk. Nevertheless, control over these factors is 
important since their relationship to risk is either not known or 
not fully understood and they could influence exposure. 
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The primary problem with the age and sex site matched 
controls is that they represent an extremely conservative test of 
the basic research question. Specifically, any real difference 
between the crash and non-crash group with respect to alcohol 
will be diminished to the extent that drinking itself is correlated 
with age, sex, time of day, day of week or location irrespective 
of any increased risk due to alcohol or the characteristics of 
the exposure. For instance, if the incidence of drinking correlates 
100% with these control variables, it is a logical impossibility 
to find any crash versus non-crash differences due to alcohol 
based on comparisons with this control group. Each matched con­
trol subject will be found to have been drinking every time the 
involved pedestrian was found to have been drinking. Each matched 
control subject will be found not to have been drinking every 
time the accident involved subject was found not to have been drink­
ing,. This is true whether the increased risk due to alcohol is 
0%, 10% or 1000%. Thus, there was a clear need to augment the age 
and sex site matched control group with additional groups more 
representative of the general adult pedestrian population. 

Site Matched Controls. The procedures utilized in ob­
taining this sample were the same as for the Age and Sex-Site 
Matched Controls. The distinction between this group and the Age 
and Sex group is that all adults, regardless of age and sex, were 
eligible for inclusion. Also, the Site Matched group consisted of 
up to three control subjects per sampling location. Three per 
site was selected post hoc as that number of subjects which could 
be provided by most sites. More subjects per site would have 
created several sites with less than the alloted number which in 
turn would have produced an underrepresentation of these low pedes­
trian traffic locations. Fewer subjects per site would have need­
lessly limited the sample sizes. The three subjects selected at 
each location were those three sampled closest in time to the actual 
time of the crash. The one subject selected as the Age and Sex 
control may or may not have also entered the Site Matched Control 
Group. 

The site matched control group is the analytical equiva­
lent of the age and sex site matched controls discussed earlier 
except that age and sex are now dependent variables.' Thus, age 
and sex differences by drinking incidence can be compared between 
the crash group and this control group. Overall comparisons on the 
basis of alcohol are valid between the two groups insofar as 
age and sex do not influence pedestrian exposure to risk at that 
specific location, time of day, and day of week, irrespective of 
"had been drinking." In other words, this crash vs. control group 
comparison will be biased to the extent that age and sex interact 
with crossing behavior. It may be, for instance, that males ex­
hibit more dangerous crossing behavior than females irrespective 
of alcohol at that location and that males tend to drink more. 
In this situation, any effects obtained could be due to alcohol 
or could be due to the fact that the males at a particular loca­
tion and time of day and day of week exhibit more dangerous be­
havior with or without alcohol. 
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The site matched controls are thus a potentially biased 
sampling group. Nevertheless, they can provide extremely valuable 
information concerning the crash population as a function of the 
total pedestrian population at the same.locations, times of day, 
etc., and may in fact be a better estimate of the true role.of 
alcohol in pedestrian crashes. First, concerning population 
comparisons they allow direct comparisons on the basis of the age 
and sex of the crash involved versus the non-crash involved indi­
viduals. Second, insofar as drinking is correlated with age 
and sex but not with age and sex exposure differences, this con­
trol group provides a.better estimate of the extent of over-
representation of alcohol (if any) in pedestrian crashes. Thus, 
the Site Matched Control Group is essentially a less controlled, 
less conservative estimator of the role played by alcohol in 
pedestrian crashes. While it is potentially biased to an unknown 
extent, it is also possibly a better estimate of the true role of 
alcohol. 

Population at Large--Random--Controls. The preceding 
groups were defined in terms of the number of exposure and risk 
variables being controlled for during sampling. The population 
at large group was formed by drawing a random sample of adult 
pedestrians without regard to age, sex or the location or time of 
previous pedestrian crashes. The aim of this sampling, then, was 
to obtain a group which was representative of the total pedestrian 
population. 

Sampling was conducted at 112 different locations for 
"may one hour at each location. Day of week was evenly distributed 

in that 16 locations were sampled on each day. Hour of sampling 
was evenly distributed, insofar as possible, across day of week 
.and the 24 hours of the day. Thus, five locations were sampled 
1:00 a.m. to 1:59 a.m.; four were sampled 2:00 a.m. to 2:59 a.m.; 
five from 3:00 a.m. to 3:59 a.m., etc. All data were collected 
during the period 1 March 1975 to 29 February 1976. Approximately 
nine or ten locations were done per month during this period. The 
actual, locations utilized for sampling were generated in the follow­
ing manner: 

Consecutive integers were assigned to each road 
segment in the City as they appear on the street 
index to the official Orleans Parish street map 
(provided by New Orleans Public Service, Inc.). 

Segments were selected randomly (with replacement) 
from the street index. 

Distance along each segment was randomly assigned. 

Distance was measured north to south for north-
south roads and east to west for east-west roads. 

Sampling location became selected segment at speci­
fied distance. Should the specified distance 
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be longer than the total length of the road seg­
ment, then the (non existent) sampling location 
was rejected, and a new segment and distance was 
selected by repeating the above procedure. 

Each point on each "official" road thus had an equal 
probability of entering the sample. This procedure produced a 
random sample of 112-locations throughout the city.. Selected 
locations were randomly assigned to days and hours. 'Freeway/ 
Expressway locations were excluded since sampling would have 
been difficult and pedestrians are forbidden, by law,- from these 
locations. 

The primary advantage of the Population at Large group 
is that it allows for a precise estimation of the absolute ex­
tent to which alcohol is over or under-represented in the crash 
population. For instance, if 4% of the Population at Large con­
trols had been drinking to some extent as compared with 45% of 
the fatally injured pedestrians, then, 4% versus 45% is a direct, 
valid estimate of the extent of alcohol's overrepresentation in 
the fatal crash population as compared with the total pedestrian 
population. 

This estimate, however, must be interpreted in a corre­
lational sense as opposed to direct cause and effect. Specifi­
cally, this is the total over or under-representation of al,:ohol 
in crash-involved pedestrians as compared with all pedestrians. 
This estimate specifies the extent of the problem, if any, and 
specifies the target population. It does not partial any of the 
effects into direct causal relationships, versus contributary 
relationships, versus correlational only relationships. Thus, 
an over-representation of alcohol could;be partially the direct 
result of alcohol impairment and partially,the result of correla­
tions between crossing behavior and drinking'irrespective of im­
pairment. For instance, it could be that pedestrians at downtown 
locations tend to drink more and exhibit more dangerous crossing 
behavior with or without alcohol. 

3. Summary 

The plan for this study called for a group of fatally 
injured pedestrians over the period 1 March 1972 through 1 April 
1976, and a group of non-fatally injured pedestrians over the 
period 1 March 1975 through 1 April 1976. Also, as discussed ­
in the next section, police accident report data was obtained 
for every reported pedestrian crash for the period 1 January 1973 
to 1 April 1976. In addition, three conceptually different con­
trol groups were established. The first group, Age and Sex Site 
Matched Controls, were drawn using procedures which controlled 
for as many risk-exposure Variables as possible. These subjects 
were matched, one to one, with the crash victims in terms of age, 
sex, time of day, day of week and location. This group allows 
for the most rigorous test of alcohol's effects. The second group, 
Site Matched Controls, were drawn by allowing age and sex to vary 
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while controlling for time of day, day of week and location. 
This group allows for age and sex comparisons and provides a better 
overall estimate, including possible correlated effects, of the 
total over or under-representation of alcohol in pedestrian crashes. 
The third group, Population at Large, allows comparisons between 
the crash victims and the total adult pedestrian population. 

The Age and Sex-Site Matched Controls provide the most 
rigorous estimate of the causal role played by alcohol and the 
population at large group provides the best estimate of the over­
all correlation between alcohol usage and crashes. The Site Matched 
group has some of the advantages of both. Fewer risk-exposure 
variables are controlled than in the Age and Sex-Site Matched 
group, yet is not totally uncontrolled as is the Population at 
Large Group. 

C. Accident Report Data 

This and succeeding sections describe specific procedures 
utilized and specific data items collected. The purpose is to 
acquaint the reader with what data items were available and where 
and how each data item was acquired. The simplest, yet largest, 
single source of data were the Police Accident Reports for pedes­
trian crashes. Working through the New Orleans Police Department, 
the project acquired a copy of all reported pedestrian crashes 
in New Orleans for the period 1 January 1973 through 1 April 1976. 
The accident report form, labeled "State of Louisiana Uniform 

--'-Motor Vehicle Traffic Accident Report," is shown in Figure 2. 

Police accident reports were utilized in two ways on this 
prp.ject. First, the full set of reports, 1 January 1973 to 1 April 
1976, provided a baseline measure of the total crash population. Of 
particular interest was the comparison between those injured pedes­
trians taken to Charity Hospital as opposed to those not taken 
to Charity. Any systematic differences between the Charity sam­
ple and the total crash population would have'limited the general­
izability of any study findings. Second, police accident reports 
were matched to the individual fatal and injury cases sampled and 
provided basic descriptive data for each crash. From each acci­
dent report, whether for the total crash population or for a 
sampled case, the following data were coded for analysis: 

Month and year of crash

Day of week (Sun., Mon., etc.)

Time of crash

Intersection (yes - no)

Model year of striking vehicle

Vehicle type (car, bus, truck, etc.)

Area of vehicle damaged

Driver residence (New Orleans, New Orleans suburb,

other Louisiana, other State, etc.)

Driver sex

Driver age

Driver injury (fatal, severe, noticeable, etc.)
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Figure 2 (Continued).­ State of Louisiana Uniform 
Motor Vehicle Traffic Accident 
Report. 
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Number of vehicles involved (if more than one vehicle,

vehicle #2 model year, type, etc.)

Pedestrian residence (New Orleans, New Orleans

suburb, etc.)

Pedestrian age

Pedestrian sex

Pedestrian injury (fatal, severe, noticeable, etc.)

Number of,pedestrians involved (if more thin one,

pedestrian #2 residence, age, sex and injury)

Driver BAC (if taken)

Each pf the objective codes shown on the second page

of the report (Figure 2, Continued), "Alignment,"

"Type of road," "Kind of location," etc.


One senior member of the project team then read all of the 
reports and assigned an "accident type" classification code to 
each. Accident typing or classifying is a method for grouping 
accidents with similar behavioral and/or situational character­
istics. The classification scheme used was that of Snyder and 
Knoblauch (1971) as modified by Knoblauch (1975). The categories 
and the corresponding accident type definitions are shown in 
Table 2. Each police accident report was read and classified 
based on the information in the report alone whether from the 
total crash population only or a sampled case at Charity Hospital. 

D. Fatal Data 

As mentioned above, a fatally injured pedestrian victim was 
anyone who did not survive a pedestrian/vehicle crash for more 
than 24 hours. The BAC's for fatally injured adult (14 years 
and older) pedestrians are routinely determined by the New Orleans 
Parish Coroner. At the inception of the project, a project staff 
member accessed the Coroner's files for all pedestrian fatalities 
from 1 March 1972 to the beginning of this study. 'Fatalities. 
occurring between 1 March 1975 (project beginning) and 1 April 
1976 were accessed on a continuing basis. In general, all adult 
pedestrian fatalities entered the sample, even those few cases 
where no BAC information was available (e.g., subject survived 
the crash several hours making BAC determination at time of death 
irrelevant to the crash). The only crashes specifically excluded 
were those occurring during Mardi Gras. In New Orleans, this 
yearly celebration produces very atypical pedestrian and vehicle 
movement patterns and control sampling would have been very diffi­
cult. The Mardi Gras period was also specifically excluded from 
the Charity Hospital sample of injured pedestrians. 

The Coroner's files contain autopsy information and the 
results for BAC determination. However, the only data coded 
from these files were: 

Time of death

BAC

Race
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Table 2. Accident Type Definitions* 

Symbol Code # Definition 

DO1 01 DART-OUT, FIRST HALF: Midblock, 
short time exposure, crossed less 
than halfway 

D02 02 DART-OUT, SECOND HALF: Same'as 01 
except, crossed more than halfway 

ID 03 INTERSECTION DASH: At intersection, 
short time exposure or running 

VTM 04 VEHICLE TURN MERGE WITH ATTENTION 
CONFLICT: Driver turning and attend­
ing to traffic, not pedestrian 

PStV 05 PED STRIKES VEHICLE: Ped walked or 
ran into vehicle and not other type 

MT 06 MULTIPLE THREAT: Ped struck by ve­
hicle traveling in same direction as 
other cars that had stopped for ped 

Bus 07 BUS STOP RELATED: Ped struck while 
crossing in front of bus standing at 
a bus stop 

Bk 08 BACKING-UP: Ped struck by backing-
up.vehicle but ped not clearly aware 
of the vehicle movement 

Vend 09 VENDOR--ICE CREAM TRUCK: Ped struck 
going to or from a vendor in a vehicle 
on the street 

*From Knoblauch, R.L., 1975. 



Table 2. Accident Type Definitions (Continued). 

Symbol Code # Definition 

eird 10 WEIRD: Unusual circumstances, not 
countermeasure corrective 

DisV 11 DISABLED VEHICLE RELATED: Ped struck 
while working on or next to a disable
vehicle 

-A 12 RESULT OF AN AUTO-AUTO CRASH: Ped 
struck by vehicle(s) as a result of 
an auto-auto accident 

id 13 MIDBLOCK DASH: Not at intersection, 
ped running but not short-time expo­
sure (i.e., not 01 

Trap 14 TRAPPED: At signalized intersection, 
ped hit when light changed and traffi
started moving (not 06) 

TurnV 15 TURNING VEHICLE: Ped, not running 
(i.e., not 03), struck by turning 
vehicle 

PNR 16 PED NOT IN ROADWAY: Ped struck while 
not in roadway, includes cases where 
vehicle went out of control, (not 08, 
11, 12) 

Other** 17 OTHER UNIQUE OR UNDEFINED CATEGORY: 
(e.g., freeway crossing) 

NC** 18 NOT CLASSIFIABLE: Insufficient data 
to permit a classification 

** Added to Knoblauch (1975) for this study. 
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E. Injury Data 

The Charity Hospital of Louisiana at New Orleans was the 
site at which BAC measurements on non-fatally injured pedestrians 
were made. Charity Hospital has, perhaps, the largest out-patient 
department in the United States, handling over 1 million patients 
per year. Of these, almost 100,000 are trauma victims who are 
treated in a special "Accident Room" within the emergency room. 
Moreover, Charity is the main trauma center for New Orleans and 
environs. The. New Orleans Police and the Hospital staff estimate 
that 90 percent or more of the seriously injured traffic accident 
victims (including pedestrians) in New Orleans who seek medical 
aid are treated at Charity. Thus, by striving to sample all of 
the adult pedestrian victims treated in Charity's Accident Room, 
the study should have obtained virtually a complete sample of all 
seriously injured adult pedestrian victims in New Orleans who 
sought emergency treatment. 

The identification of study subjects (pedestrian victims 
aged 14 and over) began upon entry to the Hospital. Case workers 
at the admitting station or "Long Desk" placed a bright sticker on 
the "Report of Admission" for each pedestrian accident victim. In 
addition, all Accident Room personnel were aware of the study and 
trained to identify any subjects who may have been overlooked at 
the Long Desk. While identification was sometimes difficult, most 
pedestrian victims were identified. 

Once a subject had been identified the next step within 
the Hospital was to obtain the patient's consent to the extrac­
tion and analysis of a sample of his blood. Conscious victims 
were approached by a member of the medical staff in the Accident 
Room, informed of the purpose of the study, offered a synopsis 
to read, and asked to sign a consent for blood analysis. The 
consent language used is shown in Figure 3. The wording of the 
consent form was jointly created by the Dunlap project staff, 
Dunlap's house counsel, Charity's counsel and a New Orleans con­
sulting attorney. It was designed to safeguard all parties, assure
"informed" consent, permit a broad spectrum toxicological exam­
ination of the specimen and inform she subject that the resulting 
data would be held anonymous and not made part of his medical 
record. If the victim refused the blood test, he was asked to 
provide a breath sample for blood alcohol determination on an Alco-
Limiter. Breath testing in the Hospital was utilized too infre­
quently to be relevent to resulting study data. Once consent was 
obtained, the blood sample was drawn using a non-alcohol (povidone 
iodine) swab and a specially marked evacuated test tube. The tubes
were stored in the Accident Room refrigerator and periodically 
transferred to Pathology for analysis. 

Unconscious victims required a somewhat different procedure. 
Fortunately, blood samples are always drawn from unconscious 
victims as part of a routine treatment. Thus, it was relatively 
simple to draw and store the slight additional blood required 
for BAC determination. Subsequently, if the victim regained 
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THE CHARITY HOSPITAL OF LOUISIANA AT NEW ORLEANS 

In Cooperation with the 

U. S. Department of Transportation 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration 

and 
Dunlap and Associates, Inc. 

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY PROJECT 

Consent Form 

I hereby authorize the Charity Hospital of Louisiana at New Orleans to 
collect a sample of my blood (breath) for analysis as part of a scientific re­
search project sponsored by the United States Department of Transportation, 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, .under Contract Number 
DOT-HS-4-00946, with Dunlap and Associates, Inc. I understand that this 
analysis is in addition to any diagnostic tests deemed necessary for the treat­
ment of my case by the medical staff of the Charity Hospitai. I further under­
stand that any results of this analysis will not be made part of my medical 
record, will be utilized solely for research purposes and will remain con­
fidential and anonymous. I also acknowledge that a printed synopsis of the 
purposes and procedures of the study has been made available to me. 

Date 

Signature 
Witness 

--------------------

CASEDATA 

Medical 

Records It Date / / Sex M F Patient I 

Reasons for Refusal: Breath Test 
First Repeat 

Breath BAC 
AM 

Time PM 

Initials 

Consent Deferred for Follow-Up: 0 

Figure 3. Pedestrian Consent Form. 
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consciousness, he was approached and asked to sign the consent 
form. If any victim had refused, their blood sample would have 
been destroyed. If the victim expired, blood analysis was author­
ized by the Parish Coroner under prevailing statutes. 

The major data item obtained from the Hospital was a toxi­
cology report from the Pathology Department indicating the sub­
ject's BAC. However, additional summary and identification data 
were needed to correlate the Hospital data with data obtained from 
the Police Accident Reports. These identifiers were purged from 
the study files as soon as a complete case record had been assem­
bled. Also, the Hospital records are the best source of injury 
severity measures. Specifically, the following data items were 
taken or derived from the Hospital records and coded for analysis: 

Pedestrian race 
Pedestrian religion 
Came by (ambulance, private car, etc.) 
Disposition (admitted, treated/released, etc.) 
AIS (abbreviated injury severity scale of the 
American Medical Association) 
Reason for refusal of test (if any) 
Time blood was drawn from subject 
BAC 

F. Interview Data 

As referenced above, data collection for this project be­
gan on 1 March 1975. However, the original project was subse­
quently modified to include more in-depth information on the be­
haviors leading to the crash and the drinking histories of pedes­
trians and controls. This modification required face-to-face 
interviewing of the crash victims as well as interviewing the in­
volved drivers. Interviewing commenced on 7 July 1975. The sam­
ple of pedestrians to be interviewed was all injured pedestrians 
from Charity Hospital beginning in July, 1975. The drivers were 
each of the drivers involved in each of the injured pedestrians' 
crashes. In some cases where it was not possible to contact a 
driver (e.g., hit and run), an attempt was made to interview a 
witness to the crash. 

Drivers were contacted by telephone, where possible, or by 
traveling to their residence. The interview format is shown in 
Appendix B. The interview itself may be considered as semistruc­
tured. Each of the questions had to be addressed but the interviewer 
was given some lattitude'in terms of the specific phrasing of the 
questions and in terms of additional data items. For instance, one 
question asks "when did you (the driver) first see the pedestrian?" 
However, the driver may have already stated, perhaps in response to 
another question, that he saw the pedestrian on the sidewalk several 
seconds before the accident. Obviously, in this situation, the in­
terviewer had to rephrase this question. He might, for instance, 
ask "Then you first saw the pedestrian when he was on the sidewalk 



and you were just starting down the block?" In general, the in­
terview was designed to elicit, from the driver, the entire se­
quence of events leading to the crash. 

For the most part, the driver interviews were used as input 
to the assessment of behavioral and environmental factors lead­
ing to the crash. This process,' described in Section H below, 
considered the Driver Interview as well as all other data. Thus, 
most of the specific Driver responses were not individually coded 
for analysis. The specifically coded data items were as follows: 

Going to (where driver was going, e.g., work, home, 
shopping, etc.) 

Coming from (where driver was coming from, e.g., work, 
home, shopping, etc.) 

Purpose of trip (e.g., for work, visit friend, shopping, 
etc.) 

Frequency (how often driver uses the street.on which 
accident occurred) 

Speed (prior to impact) 

Driver's occupation 

Years of driving experience 

Driver's opinion as to whether accident could have 
been avoided (yes - no) 

The pedestrian interviews were all conducted face-to-face. 
The interviewer contacted the injured pedestrian (typically by 
telephoning his/her residence) and arranged for a convenient 
time and place to conduct the interview. Most interviews were 
conducted at the home of the pedestrian during the evening. 
The interview form is shown in Appendix C. This was a semi-
structured interview similar to the driver interview discussed 
above. The primary purpose of the interview form was to lead 
the pedestrian through the events and situational circumstances 
producing the crash. As with the driver interview, the primary 
use for the resulting data was as input to the coding, process 
discussed in Section H below. Each participating pedestrian was 
paid $10.00 for his/her participation. Specifically coded data 
items from the interview were as follows: 

Walking from (where pedestrian was coming from, e.g., 
work, home, shopping, etc.) 

Walking to (where the pedestrian was going, e.g., 
work, home, shopping, etc.) 



Purpose of trip (e.g., for work, visit friend, shop­
ping, etc.) 

Frequency (how often the pedestrian walks on the street 
on which accident occurred) 

Actions prior to crash (crossing street directly, 
crossing diagonally, waiting to cross, working in 
roadway, etc.) 

Movement prior to crash (running, walking rapidly, 
not moving, etc.) 

Pedestrian's opinion as to whether accident could have 
been avoided (yes - no) 

The pedestrian was also asked to complete the Mortimer-
Filkins problem drinking screening questionnaire. This is a self-
administered screening instrument designed to identify individuals 
who have or may have a drinking problem.* The actual questionnaire 
is shown in Appendix D. Items 1-58 in Part I are identical to 
the original Mortimer-Filkins Part I items except that the pro­
noun "I" has been changed to "you." Items 1-34 in Part II con­
tain many of the Mortimer-Filkins interview items as well as 
additional items included specifically for this project. The 
interviewer handed this entire questionnaire (Questionnaire 
Part I and Part II shown in Appendix D) to the injured pedestrian 
at the conclusion of the pedestrian interview. The pedestrian 
was instructed to read each question and check each appropriate 
response. The interviewer answered any questions the pedestrian 
may have had and assisted the pedestrian in reading any item. 
The completed questionnaire was returned to the interviewer at 
the conclusion of the interview. 

Each of the 92 items on the Mortimer-Filkins was coded 
directly for subsequent analysis. While individual data items 
will not be listed here, the following categories of information 
were available from this Questionnaire: 

Marital status and current living arrangements 
Smoking habits 
Variety of personality/adjustment/adaptation to 
stress/affective items 
Education 
Employment status and occupation 
Income 
Driving experience 
Arrest history 
Drinking history, habits, perceptions 

*See Kerlan, M.W., Mortimer, R.G., Madge, B., & Filkins, L.D., 1971. 



G. Control Sampling 

Previous sections discussed the control groups to be estab­
lished including selection of sampling locations. This section 
will discuss the procedures utilized at the sites for stopping 
and testing control subjects and the collection of other site 
related data. In general, control sampling was conducted at 
two different kinds-of sites; the random or Population at Large 
sites and sites of previous fatal or injury crashes. Control 
subjects were stopped and tested in the same manner at both kinds 
of sites. However, at the sites of previous crashes, there was 
the additional requirement to obtain information on specific site 
characteristics such as street width, traffic density, parking 
patterns, etc. The control sampling team consisted of three off-
duty New Orleans Police Department Officers, two of whom worked at 
each site. One officer, in uniform, requested passing pedestrians 
to participate in the study; the second worked inside a Chevrolet 
Sportvan conducting the breath test and brief interview. The 
officers sampled at each site for one hour. 

Officers were assigned to sampling locations using the Site 
Assignment Form shown in Figure 4. The form was generated by 
local project personnel who filled in the "Site No.," "Day of 
the Week," "Time of Day," "Personnel Assigned" (i.e., which two 
of the three officers), "Date of Sampling" and "Location" (in 
detail, typically accompanied by a map drawn on the reverse 
side of the form). The box marked "Random" was checked for 
Population at Large sites; "Crash" was checked for sites of pre­
vious crashes. If for a crash, "Side of street...," "Direction ...," 
and "Special Circumstances" (i.e., pedestrian victim left build­
ing and went directly across) were also filled in. The sam­
pling team arrived at the specified location fifteen minutes prior 
to the scheduled sampling time. The van was parked such that 
subjects could be moved safely and quickly from the sampling 
location to the side door of the van and back to the sidewalk. 
Sampling was never conducted on both sides of the street so as 
to avoid the problem of having subjects crossing the street. 

The objective of crash site sampling was to provide a suf­
ficient sample size and to insure that these subjects were as 
representative as possible of pedestrians using the same streets 
as the crash victims. In some situations, it was possible to 
utilize "Direction ..." and "Special circumstances" to obtain 
a more representative sample. Specifically, the sampling team 
could stop only those pedestrians walking in the specified direc­
tion. Or, the team could stop only those pedestrians exhibiting 
the unique movement specified under "Special circumstances." 
However, it was more typical to sample all pedestrians using the 
specified side of the street or the specified intersection corner. 

The first control subject stopped was the first adult pedes­

trian passing the sampling location during the one-hour sampling

period. The uniformed officer approached the prospective subject

and said:
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Site No. Personnel Assigned 

Day of the Week Date of Sampling 

Tim e.of Day 

Location 

Random Count 
11


13 Crash


Side of street or leg of intersection where injured pedestrian was walking 
North South East West Unknown 

Direction in which pedestrian was walking 
North South East West Unknown 

Special Circumstances 

Sampling 1) Both legs (at intersection) 1 leg only 
Conducted 2) All directions of travel 1 direction only 

Pedestrians Time Approximate If refusal give

Stopped Stopped Age Sex Race Reason


1


2


3


4


5


6


7


8


9


10


11


12


13


14


15


16


17


18


19


20


Figure 4. Site Assignment Form. 
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"Could we please have a minute of your time for our 
technician to ask you a-few questions as part of an 
important pedestrian research project." 

Subjects agreeing to participate were escorted to the van, and 
the appropriate time, age, sex and race entries were made on the 
Site Assignment Form. If the subject refused, the same entries 
were made plus the subject's reason for refusal. The, next sub­
ject stopped was the next adult pedestrian passing the sampling 
location immediately following the last subject's exit from the 
van. Subjects obviously walking together were taken together 
for testing. Excluded from sampling were: 

Uniformed Policemen, Firemen, Ambulance Attendants 
and Sanitation workers who were obviously on duty 

Individuals in wheel chairs or on crutches 

Individuals who had already passed the sampling lo­
cation and had become interested "bystanders" 

Upon entering the van, each subject was informed that this 
was a pedestrian research project and was offered a study synopsis 
to take with him. The first question to the subject was: 

"How long has it been since you last had a drink

of beer, wine, liquor or another alcoholic

beverage?"


The answer to this question was entered on the Control Sub­
ject Data Collection Form shown in Figure 5. (This form became 
effective 7 July 1975; prior to then the question "How often 
do you walk by this location?" was not included.) Subjects re­
sponding less than 15 minutes were asked to wait until a full 
15 minute period had been achieved. This was necessary to en­
sure that any residual mouth alcohol had dissipated prior to 
breath testing. The first breath test was then administered. 
The remaining questions on the form were asked (smoking, age, 
occupation, trip origin, trip destination and frequency) followed 
by a second breath test. 

This was the conclusion of the subject's participation prior 
to the 7 July 1975 modification. From 7'July 1975 to 1 April 
1976, subjects were also asked to take with them a copy of the 
Mortimer-Filkins Questionnaire, Parts I and II (shown in Appendix 
D). This was to be filled out and returned by business reply 
mail. Subjects returning the Questionnaire were paid $5.00 or 
could direct that the money be sent to a charity. Questionnaires 
and Control Subject Data Collection Forms were pre-numbered so 
that each returned Questionnaire could be matched to BAC and the 
other data collected in the van. 

Also, after 7 July 1975, the control sampling team completed 
a "Crash Location Characteristic Data" form for each crash site. 
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Seq. # 
Dunlap and Associates, Inc. - Project 104 

CONTROL SUBJECT DATA COLLECTION FORM 

Subject. No. Date 

Site No. Operator 

How long has it been since you last had a drink of beer, wine, 
liquor or another alcoholic beverage? 

Do you smoke cigarettes? Yes No 

cigars? Yes No 

pipe? Yes No 

(Conduct Breath Test #1) 

How old are you? (years) 

What is your current occupation? 

Where were you walking from? 

Where are you going? 

How often do you walk by this location? 

Once a day or more Once a month 
2-3 times per week Less than once per month 
Once a week Never (prior to today) 
2-3 times per month 

(Conduct Breath Test #2) 

Breath Test #1 Breath Test #2 

Time Time 

BAC BAC 

Subject's sex (observe, do not ask) Male Female 

Subject's race (observe, do not ask) W B S O Other 

Was subject part of a group processed at the same time? Yes No_ 

If yes, show other subject No.'s 

Comments: 

Figure 5. Control Subject Data Collection Form. 
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This form, shown in Figure 6, was designed to obtain detailed 
information concerning crash sites. The items on the form are 
self-explanatory. All of the data items from this form, the 
Control Subject form, the Questionnaire and the Site Assignment 
form were directly coded for subsequent analysis. 

H. Other Data and Coding 

Previous sections discussed the overall design of this study 
and data acquisition procedures. This section discusses two addi­
tional sources of supplementary information, arrest data and 
weather data and presents post coding procedures used to sum­
marize behavioral and situational information into specific pedes­
trian errors, driver errors and accident predisposing factors. 

1. Arrest Data 

Criminal information in New Orleans is computerized, 
and it is possible to search these files by name. Arrest and 
conviction data are held, by charge, for felonies, misdemeanors, 
city violations and traffic violations. The name of each fatal 
pedestrian victim and non-fatal from Charity Hospital and the 
name of each involved driver was submitted to this computerized 
file for cross referencing. The result, for each pedestrian and 
driver, was the total number of prior arrests and prior convic­
tions for approximately a three year period. In addiiion, 
separate tallies were made for "Disturbing the Peace," which 
is typically alcohol related, and for "Driving While Intoxicated." 

2. Weather Data 

Information on the weather conditions prevailing both 
at the time of the crash and at the time of control sampling was 
obtained through the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra­
tion. The following information was tabulated for the hour of the 
crash and the hour of control sampling: 

Temperature

Relative humidity

Wind speed

Amount of rainfall

Weather description


3. Accident Type and Behavioral Errors 

The final step prior to data analysis was the assign­
ment of descriptive codes describing the accident, pedestrian and 
driver behavioral errors and environmental/situational factors 
that contributed to the crash. All codes were assigned by two 
senior project staff members working together and using all of 
the information available for each crash. Thus, it was a group 
process of assigning the codes and assignment could best be 
described as a judgmental process. 
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CRASH LOCATION CHARACTERISTIC DATA 

(date	 site no.) 

1.	 Width (in feet) of roadway at pedestrian's attempted 
crossing _(feet). 

2.	 Distance to the nearest proper pedestrian crossing (feet) 
(enter 0 if at marked or unmarked crosswalk). 

3.	 Driver traffic control at accident scene (direction driver was 
coming from): 

none	 red-green-amber (only) 
__`yield sign red-green-amber with left turn arrow 

stop sign red-green-amber with right turn arrow 
flashing amber red-green-amber with right and left 
flashing red turn arrows 

other (specify) 

4.	 Pedestrian walk signal? Yes No 

5.	 Traffic control facing pedestrian at accident scene (traffic 
control in direction pedestrian was walking): 

none	 red-green-amber (only) 
_____yield sign 'red-green-amber with left turn arrow 

stop sign red-green-amber with right turn arrow 
flashing amber red-green-amber with right and left 
flashing red turn arrows 

other (specify) 

6.	 Parking regulations, for 20 feet from point on street where 
pedestrian began crossing (in direction from which striking vehicle 
came). 

diagonal parking permitted 
___parallel parking permitted


standing only permitted

no parking or standing


7.	 Speed limit in effect at accident scene: mph 

8.	 Estimated average traffic density: 

Number of vehicles counted:	 Count 

Three minute sample prior to site time 

Three minute sample after site time 

NOTE:	 All information other than count is as of midpoint of sampling 
period (e.g., if sampling period is ZZ:45 p.m. to 12:45 a.m., 
then record traffic control, parking regulations and speed in 
effect as they apply at 12:15 a.m.). 

Figure 6.	 Crash Location Characteristic Data 
Collection Form. 



The first judgment concerning each crash was to determine 
the "Accident Type." The codes utilized and the definition of 

.each Accident Type was shown earlier in Table 2. Thus, each sam­
pled crash was coded twice, first as part of the universe of all 
crashes using the police report alone, then as part of the study 
sample using all available information. 

The second-judgment made involved the Primary Precipi­

tating Factor(s) for the crash. These factors can be thought of

as pedestrian or driver errors leading to crash occurrence. They

were developed by Snyder and Knoblauch (1971) as part of their

"Crash Avoidance Sequence Model." Essentially, this model states

that either the driver or the pedestrian must correctly perform,a

sequence of behaviors to avoid a crash. The elements of the se­

quence are as follows:


Course (selection and negotiation) 

Search (drivers looking for pedestrians; 
pedestrians looking for vehicles) 

Detection ("seeing" the threat) 

Evaluation (understanding what must be done 
to avoid a crash) 

Action (performing the required crash 
avoidance action) 

Drivers or pedestrians could make any one or more of several

specific errors within any of the above categories. The specific

error codes utilized are shown in Table,3. Up to three errors

could be coded for a single crash, with the first error coded

considered to be the most serious and so on.


The Snyder and Knoblauch (1971) Model also allows for

coding of environmental or situational factors that make crash

.occurrence more likely. Things such as parked cars, vehicle

defects, pedestrian or,driver disabilities, weather induced visi­

bility problems, etc., can all contribute to crash occurrence

yet are not behavioral errors. Things such as these are referred

to as "Predisposing Factors." The specific factors and their

codes are shown in Table 4. Again, up to three Predisposing

Factors could have been coded for each crash with the first fac­

tor considered the most important and so on.


A judgment was also made concerning who, driver or

pedestrian, was "culpable" for the crash. Culpability was not

determined on legal grounds, but rather in behavioral terms.

It was defined as:


"The commission of a behavioral error, the 
elimination of which would likely have re­
sulted in crash avoidance." 
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Judged culpability could have been assigned to the pedestrian, 
the driver, both or (in rare instances) neither. 

As mentioned above, judgemental coding was done by two 
members of the project staff working together. Occasionally, 
differences of opinion were submitted to a third staff member 
for resolution. Judgmental codes and all other information about 
the crash were keypunched and verified, case by case, and input 
for computer analysis. Critical items of information, such as 
subject BAC, were additionally verified by hand. Analysis was 
conducted in several steps and/or stages, the results of which 
are presented in the next section of this report. 



Table 3. Primary Precipitating Factors 

Pedestrian Error (Unsure of Category) 

01 Course/search

02 Search/detection

03 Detect/evaluation

04 Evaluation/action


Pedestrian Course 

11 Crossing against light 
12 Back to traffic 
13 Unexpected, unusual location 
14 Poor location (laying in road, sitting on curb, etc.)
15 High exposure location 
16 Running 
17 Walking too slowly 
18 Short-time exposure (poor target) 
19 Other 

Pedestrian Search 

20 Search overload (too many things to look for) 
21 Inattention to traffic 
22 Inadequate (or incomplete) search 

Pedestrian was distracted by; 

23 Traffic signal 
24 Object in 1st half of roadway 
25 Object in 2nd half of roadway 
26 Hostile person or object 
27 Work activity 
28 Other distraction 

29 Other search failure 

Pedestrian Detection 

30 Adequate search - detection failure not explainable 
31 Interference - parked vehicles 
32 Interference - stopped bus 
33 Interference - standing vehicles 
34 Interference - moving traffic 
35 Interference - posts, poles, signs, mailboxes 
36 Interference - buildings 
37 Interference - glare from the sun 
38 Interference - other 
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Table 3. Primary Precipitating Factors (Continued) 

Pedestrian Evaluation and Action 

40 Evaluation - misperceive driver's intent 
41 Evaluation - poor prediction of veh./ped. path 
42 Evaluation - other 
43 Action - environmental problem 
44 Action - self-limits 
45 Action - other 

Driver Error (Unsure of Category) 

46 Course/search 
47 Search/detect 
48 Detect/evaluation 
49 Evaluation/detection 

Driver Course 

50 Attempt to beat light 
51 Ran red light 
52 Ran stop sign or yield sign 
53 Wrong side of road 
54 Traveling too fast 
55 Other 

Driver Search 

61 Overload (too much to look out for) 
62 Distraction 
63 Inattention 
64 Search inadequate 
65 Other 

Driver Detection 

70 Adequate search - detection failure not explainable 
71 Interference - stopped bus 
72 Interference - parked vehicles 
73 Interference - standing traffic 
74 Interference - moving traffic 
75 Interference - signs, posts or mailboxes 
76 Interference - trees, shurbs, other plants 
77 Interference - buildings 
78 Interference - glare from the sun 
79 Interference - glare from headlights 
80 Interference - water, ice or snow on your windshield 
81 Interference - poor street lighting 
52 Interference - other 
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Table 3. Primary Precipitating Factors (Continued) 

Driver Evaluation and Action 

90 Evaluation - misperceived pedestrian's intent 
91 Evaluation - poor prediction of pedestrian/vehicle.path 
92 Evaluation - other 
93 Action - vehicle defect 
94 Action - driver lost control of vehicle 
95 Action - driver self-limits, unable to perform 
96 Action - environment made action impossible 
97 Action - driver-pedestrian actions failed to match 
98 Action - other 



Table 4. Predisposing Factors 

Pedestrian Factors 

11 Old age 
12 Alcohol (did alcohol of ped make-crash-more likely) 
13 Narcotics or drugs 
14 Specific disability (crutches, braces, wheel chair, etc.) 
19 Other 

Driver Factors 

21 Old age

22 Alcohol

23 Narcotics or drugs

24 Specific disability

29 Other


Environmental Factors 

31 Weather - visibility

32 Weather - slippery

33 Animals (control of domestic, etc.)

34 Parked cars

39 Other


Vehicle Factors 

41 Vehicle projection limiting search (e.g., windshield posts)

42 Vehicle design (not further specified)

43 Vehicle condition (brakes)

49 Other


Exposure Factors 

51 Inducement to risk taking; signal timing

52 Heavy exposure - high risk; traffic control

53 Heavy exposure - high risk; vehicle turns

54 Heavy exposure - high risk; safety zone design

55 Heavy exposure - high risk; working on auto


Other 

90 Other 



III. RESULTS 

This chapter presents the results of this project. It 
begins (Section A) with a discussion of all New Orleans pedes­
trian/vehicle crashes from 1 January 1973 to 1 April 1976. 
The sample of fatal and injury crashes studied in this project 
is then described as a subset of this total crash population. 
Next, in Section B, the obtained BAC data is presented along 
with any limitations or sources of bias for these data. The 
alcohol crashes are described including descriptive analyses 
distinguishing alcohol and non-alcohol involved events. Section 
C introduces the Control Groups, their,size, composition, 
similarities and differences. The Control Groups are compared 
to the Experimental, or study sample, Group in Section D. Sec­
tion E examines crash related behaviors and situational factors 
as they apply to alcohol and non-alcohol events. 

A. All New Orleans Crashes and Study Sample 

Table 5 shows the distribution of all reported pedestrian/ 
vehicle crashes in New Orleans for each of the years 1973 through 
1975 by Accident Type. The distributions show little year to year 
variation in types of accidents or in the total number of acci­
dents. Also shown, for purposes of comparison, are data from 
other U.S. cities. The data from Los Angeles (see Dunlap and 
Associates, Interim Report, 1977) and Washington are part of on­
going Dunlap projects and coding for these crashes was conducted 
in a similar manner to the New Orleans coding. The data shown 
under NHTSA/FHWA are from Kifoblauch and Knoblauch (1976) and 
represent a mixture of reports from Akron, Toledo, Columbus (Ohio), 
San Diego, Miami, Washington, D.C. and New York (City). Compared 
to these other cities, it would appear that New Orleans has a few 
more Intersection Dash, Disabled Vehicle, Bus Stop and Auto-Auto 
accidents, and somewhat fewer Dart-out First, Vehicle Turn/Merge, 
Turning Vehicle'and Vendor accidents. However, there is no evi­
dence that New Orleans is particularly atypical or is otherwise con­
siderably different from other U.S. cities studied to date. Rather, 
the city appears to have a "typical" pattern of crashes when com­
pared to other urban areas. 

It should be noted that not all New Orleans crashes were 
studied as part of this project. Crashes occurring during Mardi 
Gras were excluded because Mardi Gras behavior is atypical, con­
trol sampling would have been difficult and the New Orleans 
Police officers would not have been able to conduct the control 
sampling due to their heavy work loads during this period. Also, 
crashes where the only pedestrian(s) was less than 14 years of 
age were excluded. More importantly, the sample did not include 
non-fatal pedestrians who were not taken to Charity Hospital. 
Table 6 outlines those cases entering the sample versus those 
cases not entering the sample as a function of accident type. 
The first two columns show "not in sample" versus "in sample" 
for non-fatal pedestrian victims, 14 years of age or older, during 
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Table 5. New Orleans Crashes by Type as 

Compared with Other Cities. 

NHTSA/ 
New Orleans Los* Wash-* FHWA** 

Angeles ington data 
Accident Type 1973 1974 1975 Total 173-75 '76 '73-75 

Darts and Dashes 

Dart-out First 16.3% 14.1% 14.8% 15.1% .16.2% 22.9% 19.3% 
Dart-out Second 9.6 6.9 7.7 8.1 7.6 8.0 8.6 
Midblock Dash 8.1 6.8 7.0 7.3 4.2 6.5 7.3 
Intersection Dash 17.4 16.6 14.5 16.2 10.3 7.3 16.5 

Specific Situations 

vehicle Turn/Merge 1.3 1.4 1.1 .1.3 6.6 2.8 2.3

Turning Vehicle 3.9 4.5 4.5 4.3 8.2 5.9 7.0

Multiple Threat 3.7 3.4 3.0 3.4 7.7 1.4 1.6

Backing 3.5 4.8 5.1 4.5 4.8 4.4 2.4

Vendor 0.6 0.3 0.0 0.3 2.3 0.8 1.5

Trapped 0.5 0.5 0.2 0.4 0.9 0.2 0.7

Disabled Vehicle 2.3 3.1 1.8 2.4 0.7 0.8 1.4 
Bus Stop 2.9 3.5 1.8 2.7 0.5 1.1 1.1 
Auto-Auto 3.2 3.6 4.7 3.8 0.1 2.7 2.6 
Ped Not In Road 4.3 5.1 5.5 5.0 7.6 5.7 4.2 
Other 7.2 11.2 11.7 10.1 10.5 9.6 N.A.*** 

Other Crashes 

Ped Strikes Vehicle 4.0 4.0 4.4 4.1 1.1 2.2 4.7 
Weird 1.4 1.3 1.5 1.4 1.6 0.8 3.0 
Not Classifiable 9.9 8.8 10.6 9.8 9.1 16.9 N.A.*** 

N 875 910 870 2655 7922 1316 5913 
% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

* Complete police accident reports for year(s) indicated from related Dunlap projects 
** From Knoblauch and Knoblauch, 1976, mixed reports from seven U.S. cities 
*** N.A. - no comparable code, however, other plus not classifiable summed to 15.9% 
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Table 6. New Orleans Crashes by Type, Sampled Versus 

Not Sampled (Pedestrian Age 14 or Older Only). 

Non-Fatal Fatal All 
1 March 1975-1 April 1976 Sample Crashes 

1973 Total 1973 
Not to Cases to 
in In 1 April in 1 April 

Accident Type Sample Sample 1976 Study 1976 

Darts and Dashes 

Dart-out First 4.3% 7.2% + 11.0% = 8.3% 6.3% 
Dart-out Second 2.2 7.2 + 4.1 = 6.3 4.2 
Midblock Dash 3.2 3.3 + 0.0 = 2.4 3.0 
Intersection Dash 10.5 18.9 + 26.0 = 20.9 13.8 

Specific Situations 

Vehicle Turn/Merge 
Turning Vehicle 
Multiple Threat 
Backing 

1.3 
5.4 
1.9 
9.4 

0.6 
5.6 
3.9 
2.8 

+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

0.0 
0.0 
6.8 
0.0 

= 
= 
= 
= 

0.4 
4.0 
4.7 
2.0. 

1.8 
5.7 
3.7 
6.4 

Vendor 0.0 0.0 + 0.0 = 0.0 0.0 
Trapped 
Disabled Vehicle 

0.5 
3.5 

0.0 
2.2 

+ 
+ 

0.0 
1.4 

= 
= 

0.0 
2.0 

0.5 
3.8 

Bus Stop 
Auto-Auto 

1.9 
8.6 

4.4 
.2.8 

+ 
+ 

0:0 
4.1 

= 
= 

3.2 
3.2 

3.0 
6.0 

Ped Not In Road 10.2 2.2 + 5.5 = 3.2 6.9 

Other 15.6 9.4 + 21.9 = 13.0 13.8 

Other Crashes 

Ped Strikes Vehicle 4.9 8.9 + 1.4 = 6.7 5.3 

Weird 1.9 1.7 + 1.4 = 1.6 1.7 

Not Classifiable 14.6 18.9 + 16.4 = 18.2 14.0 

N 371 180 + . 73* 253* 1692 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

* Does not include 13 fatals from 1972. 



the 1 March 1975 to 1 April 1976 study period. Coding for Acci­
dent Type on this table was from the police accident report alone, 
involved one coder working alone, and at the time of coding the 
coder did not know which crashes were or were not in the sample. 
Thus, the "not in sample" versus "in sample" comparison is appro­
priatc as coding procedures were identical for both groups. The 
comparison did show that the two distributions were significantly 
different (X2 = 55.54, p<.001 with 16 d.f.). 

Column three of Table 6 shows the accident type distribution 
for the fatal crashes studied in this project. Column four of 
the table shows the combined accident type distribution for all 
of the fatal and non-fatal crashes studied and column five shows 
the distribution for all crashes, studied or not, involving adult 
pedestrians. Column four, "Total cases in study," was compared 
to column five, "All crashes" (after subtracting studied crashes 
from all crashes) and the results showed a statistically signifi­
cant difference (X2 = 50.33, p<.001 with 16 d.f.). In other words, 
the accident type distribution for the studied cases was different 
from the accident type distribution of all New Orleans crashes 
involving adult pedestrians. In particular, the studied cases 
have an overrepresentation of Dart-out first-half, Dart-out second-
half and Intersection Dash crashes. Accidents such as Backing, 
Auto-Auto, Pedestrian Not In Roadway and the turning crashes 
(Vehicle Turn/Merge and Turning Vehicle) were underrepresented. 

It is felt that most of this difference can be explained in 
terms of injury severity. During the study period, 1 March 1975 
to 1 April 1976, 77% of "severe" adult pedestrian injured were 
taken to Charity Hospital as indicated on the police accident 
reports. For "Noticeable" injured, only 55% went to Charity, 
30% for "Complaint of pain" and 13% for no injury. Thus, the 
more severely injured pedestrians were more likely to be taken 
to Charity Hospital and thus more likely to enter the sample. 
In addition, fatals entered the sample regardless of whether or 
not they went to Charity Hospital. The relationship between in­
jury severity and accident type is shown in Table 7. The over­
represented accident types, Dart-out First, Dart-out Second 
and Intersection Dash, all tend to have greater injury severity. 
Under "Complaint of pain (only)" and "no injury," these accident 
types had only 40%, 30% and 30%, respectively, as compared with 
44% overall. The underrepresented accident types, Vehicle Turn/ 
Merge, Turning Vehicle, Backing, Disabled Vehicle, Auto-Auto and 
Pedestrian Not In Roadway all tended to have lower injury severity. 
Under "Complaint of pain (only)" and "no injury," these accident 
types had 53%, 67%, 62%, 42%, 56% and 55%, respectively, as com­
pared with 44% overall. Thus, greater injury severity, which is 
associated with specific accident types, makes it more likely 
that the pedestrian will be taken to Charity Hospital or be fatally 
injured. As such, pedestrians involved in these higher severity 
crashes were more likely to enter the sample of cases studied. 

Several additional comparisons were run to determine the full

extent to which the study sample did or did not reflect all New
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Table 7. Pedestrian Injury Severity by Accident 

Type for All Crashes 1973 to 1 April 1976 

(Includes 14 Years and Older Only). 

Fatal Complaint 
and of pain/ 

Severe Noticeable no injury 

Accident Type N N % N 8 

Darts and Dashes 

Dart-out First 17 16% 44 42% 43 41% 
Dart-out Second 8 11% 41 59% 21 30% 
Midblock Dash 4 8% 24 49% 21 43% 
Intersection Dash 37 16% 120 53% 70 31% 

Specific Situations 

Vehicle Turn/Merge 1 3% 13 43% 16 53% 
Turning Vehicle 1 1% 30 31% 65 68% 
Multiple Threat 7 11% 38 60% 18 29% 
Backing 4 4% 37 34% 68. 62% 
Vendor -- -- -- -- -- -­
Trapped 1 12% 3 38% 4 50% 
Disabled Vehicle 3 5% 34 53% 27 42% 
Bus Stop 1 2% 29 59% 19 39% 
Auto-Auto 5 5% 39 39% 57 56% 
Ped Not In Road 9 8% 39 35% 64 57% 
Other (Specific Si tuation) 30 , 13% 88 38% 111 48% 

Other Crashes 

Ped Strikes Vehicle 2 2% 37 42% 50 56% 
Weird 2 7% 9 33% 16 59% 
Not Classifiable 26 11% 121 52% 85 37% 

Total* 158 10% 746 45% 755 46% 

*Does not include 34 cases, injury unknown. 



Orleans adult crashes. Each item on the police accident report 
was compared for those cases entering the sample versus all other 
reported adult crashes from 1973 through March, 1976 (1,441 crashes). 
The following items, as determined by the Chi-square test, did not 
differ significantly between the sampled and non-sampled crashes: 

month

day of week

hour of day

intersection - yes, no

striking vehicle type

driver residence

pedestrian residence

driver sex

pedestrian sex

driver age

driver injury

location (business, residential)

road dry or wet

lighting (day, night)

driver had been drinking?

pedestrian had been drinking?

vehicle condition (e.g., defects)


A statistically significant difference was found with re­
spect to pedestrian age in that the sampled cases tended to be 
older. This difference was due to the fatal cases which involved 
a large number of older people. Significant differences were also 
found with respect to "alignment" (straight road, curve, hill, 
etc.), type of road, traffic control, pedestrian action (crossing 
at intersection, crossing not at intersection, not crossing), loca­
tion of point of impact (in road, shoulder, etc.) and vehicle move­
ment (going straight, turning, etc.). For each of these variables, 
the difference appeared largely due to the fact that the sampled 
crashes contained fewer lower injury severity accident types, par­
ticularly the off-road types such as Backing and Pedestrian Not In 
Roadway. A significant difference was also found with respect to 
weather conditions at the time of the crash. However, the dif­
ference was small and difficult to interpret. More sampled crashes 
were listed as "raining," more non-sampled crashes were listed as 
"cloudy" and about the same number in each group were listed as 
"clear." The one surprising significant difference occurred with 
respect to driver violations. One or more driver violations were 
noted by the Investigating Officer for 42% of the non-sampled 
cases as compared with only 30% of the sampled cases. There is no 
readily apparent explanation for this result. Perhaps the Inves­
tigating Officer is more concerned with the welfare of the victim

in'the cases going to the hospital and is, therefore, less likely

to issue a citation to the driver. The raw data utilized to make

all .of these sampled versus non-sample comparisons may be found

in Appendix E.




B. Description of Studied Cases 

This section presents the results relative to the cases 
sampled in this project. Blood alcohol data are shown, sources 
of bias are discussed and the alcohol and non-alcohol cases 
are described. 

1. Fatal and Non-Fatal BAC's 

In all, 266 crashes were sampled as part of this pro­
ject. Of these, 86 were fatals (defined as an adult pedestrian 
victim surviving less than 24 hours) and 180 were non-fatal 
(adult surviving more than 24 hours sampled at Charity Hospital). 
For the fatals, 80 of the 86 had quantitative BAC measures as 
determined by the Parish Coroner. Two of the six cases for which 
a quantitative BAC was not available were listed as "positive" 
with no additional information. The remaining four cases were 
all situations where the BAC was not taken, typically because the 
pedestrian survived for several hours after the crash. Among the 
non-fatally injured pedestrians, BAC measures were obtained for 
143 of the 180 cases in the study sample. Of the 37 instances 
where no BACs were obtained, eight resulted from individuals who 
refused to participate in the study. The remaining 29 (16%) cases 
involved pedestrians who were identified by Charity Hospital, but 
for some reason, their blood samples were not drawn, could not be 
drawn or were not analyzed. 

Initially, it was felt that the time interval from the 
crash to death for fatals and from the crash to Hospital testing 
for non-fatals would be a critical variable in this study. Clearly, 
the longer the interval, the less accurately the BAC reading would 
reflect actual BAC at the time of the crash. Fortunately, the final 
data set included very few cases for which this time interval was 
excessive. Overall, 85% of the BAC measures (fatal and non-fatal) 
were taken within two hours of the crash, 90% within three hours 
and 95% within four hours. The remaining 5% (12 cases) had BAC 
measures taken in excess of four hours following the crash. These 
12 cases were distributed: 8 at zero BAC, and four at .10% BAC or 
above. The probable effect of these longer time intervals is to 
depress the total BAC distribution. However, the effect is prob­
ably small since the great majority of cases were measured soon 
after the crash, and the longer intervals did produce some BAC 
data in the higher ranges. 

Table 8 shows the BAC distribution for the fatal and 
non-fatal samples. The first, and perhaps most remarkable, find­
ing is that approximately half of these adult pedestrians had been 
drinking. Second, the BAC levels tend to be very high. For 
fatals, 45% of all cases were at .10% or above, and 88% of those 
who had been drinking were at .10% or above (36 of 41 cases). For 
non-fatals, 36% of all cases were at .10% or above, and 73% of those 
who had been drinking were at .10% or above (57 of 70 cases). Fur­
ther, 18 cases (6 fatals and 12 non-fatals) were measured at .30% or 
above. Clearly, drinking and drinking to very elevated levels was 
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Table 8.	 BAC Levels for Adult Fatal and Non-Fatal 

Crash Involved Pedestrians. 

Fatal Non-Fatal 

BAC (% wt./vol.) N % 

.000 39 49% 73 51% 

.001 - .049 2 2% 13 9% 

.050 - .099 - 3 4% 6 4% 

.100 - .149 9 11% 8 6% 

.150 - .199 6 8% 10 7% 

.200 - .249 7 9% 14 10% 

.25 + 14 18% 19 13% 

TOTAL 80 100%	 143 100% 

X2 = 6.24, N.S. with 6 d.f. 



common among both fatal and non-fatal pedestrian victims. 

It has been known that fatally injured pedestrians 
often exhibit elevated BAC's (see e.g., Zylman, et al., 1975). 
What is new in these findings is that the BAC's for the non­
fatal sample parallel the BAC's for the fatals. In fact, the com­
parison between the fatal and non-fatal BAC distributions was not 
statistically significant (X2 = 6.24, N.S. with 6 d.f.). This is 
not to say that there is no difference between fatals and non­
fatals in terms of BAC (the null hypothesis is unprovable), but 
it does suggest that any differences that may exist are not major. 
Thus, many of the analyses which follow show collapsed data across 
the fatal and non-fatal samples. The fatal versus non-fatal sim­
ilarity is not totally unexpected since, if for no other reason, 
the present non-fatal sample is weighted toward more seriously 
injured pedestrians. 

2. Victim Description by BAC 

The police accident report, in particular, provides 
descriptive information on the age, sex, etc., of the pedestrian 
and the driver as well as the characteristics of the crash. 
While this information does not provide inferential data concern­
ing the causative role of alcohol in pedestrian crashes, it does 
provide the basic descriptive parameters for the alcohol and non-
alcohol events. Descriptive data are presented below for the 
pedestrian victim, the involved driver, the time of the crash and 
the characteristics of the crash location. Data are shown as a 
function of the pedestrian's BAC. 

Table 9 shows a variety of descriptive information 
concerning the pedestrian victim. The first two lines of the 
Table show pedestrian sex by BAC. First, overall, there were 
more male victims (65%) than female victims (35%) in the study 
sample. Also, males were more often found to have positive (i.e., 
non-zero) BAC's and were more often found to have high BAC's. 
The comparison for sex by BAC excluding "Refused" and "Missing" 
was statistically significant (X2 = 19.08, p<.001 with 3 d.f.). 
Table 9 next shows pedestrian age as a function of BAC. The 
median age for pedestrians was approximately 44 years. The Age 
by BAC distribution excluding "Refused" and "Missing" was 
significant (X2 = 37.87, p<.001 with 9 d.f.) indicating that 
alcohol involvement varies as a function of age. In particular, 
young and old adult pedestrian victims are less likely to have 
been drinking than middle-aged pedestrians and appear less likely 
to have been drinking to the very high BAC levels. The next 
distribution shown in Table 9 is for pedestrian race. Here, 
the Race by BAC comparison, excluding "Refused" and "Missing," 
was not statistically significant (X = 6.41, N.S. with 3 d.f.). 
Overall, the sample was distributed 33% white, 50% black and 
17% other and unknown. Pedestrian arrest record as found in New 
Orleans files is also shown in Table 9. Included here are felony 
arrests, misdemeanors, violation of City Ordinances and traffic 
cases resulting in an arrest. As shown in the table, the major­
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Table 9. Description of Involved Pedestrians by BAC. 

BAC 

N 
Refused/ 
Missing 

.000% .001­
.099% 

.100­

.199% 
.200% 

+ Total 

Pedestrian Sex 

Male 

Female 

173 

93 

16% 

17% 

35% 

56% 

8% 

11% 

16% 

6% 

26% 

10% 

100% 

100% 

Pedestrian Age 

14-19 

20-29 

30-59 

60 + 

31 

48 

107 

80 

26% 

21% 

18% 

8% 

55% 

38% 

27% 

60% 

16% 

12% 

8% 

5% 

0% 

12% 

14% 

15% 

3% 

17% 

33% 

12% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

Pedestrian Race 

White 

Black 

Other/Unknown 

89 

132 

45 

7% 

8% 

60% 

49% 

45% 

20% 

5% 

14% 

4% 

18% 

11% 

4% 

21% 

23% 

11% 

100% 

100% 

100% 

Total Prior 
Pedestrian Arrests 

zero 

one - three 

four or more 

194 

41 

31 

16% 

15% 

16% 

46% 

41% 

16% 

8% 

10% 

16% 

12% 

7% 

23% 

18% 

27% 

29% 

100% 

100% 

.100% 

Ped Had Been Drinking 
(Officer's Opinion) 

Yes 

No/Unknown 

50 

216 

16% 

16% 

2% 

51% 

8% 

98 

24% 

10% 

50% 

13% 

100% 

100% 
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ity of pedestrians (73%) had no prior arrest record. Nevertheless, 
the comparison for prior arrest by BAC, excluding "Refused" and 
"Missing," was statistically significant (X2 = 14.13,,p<.05 with 
6 d.f.) in the direction that those with prior arrests, and par­
ticularly those with four or more prior arrests, were more likely 
to have been drinking. The last two lines in Table 9 show BAC 
by Police officer's judgment of "Had Been Drinking." These re­
sults clearly show that when "Had Been Drinking" is checked by 
the Officer, it is very likely that the subject will have a positive 
BAC and this BAC will be .10% or higher. However, when the box 
is not checked, it cannot be assumed either that the pedestrian 
is sober or that the BAC will be low. In other words,.the officers 
rarely provide "false positives" but frequently give "false nega­
tives." 

Of course, Table 9 does not show all of the descriptive 
information available for the pedestrian. Pedestrian injury sev­
erity, for instance, was distributed 32% fatal, 5% "severe," 39% 
"noticeable" and 24% "complaint of pain (only)." Further, 13 (5%) 
of the 266 cases studied involved a second pedestrian. This second 
pedestrian was either under age, not sampled at Charity Hospital or 
not the first pedestrian hit. Only one pedestrian was sampled 
per crash. Concerning residence, 91% of the pedestrians listed 
New Orleans as their home, 3% listed a New Orleans suburb and the 
remainder were other U.S. or unknown. Additional information 
concerning the pedestrians' occupations, income, marital status, 
drinking history, etc., was available from the pedestrian inter­
views and will be presented later along with the same information 
from the Control group. 

3. Driver and Vehicle Description 

Table 10 provides a description of the involved drivers 
in terms of sex, age and prior arrests. Overall, 25.6 (96%) of the 
crashes involved only one driver. For nine crashes, there were 
two drivers involved and one crash involved four drivers. Only 
one driver, the driver of the striking (i.e., striking the pedes­
trian) vehicle was tabulated for each crash. Concerning driver 
sex, the large majority of drivers were males (76%) with females 
accounting for only 17% and the remainder, 8%, unknown (typically 
hit and run with no driver description). The comparison, Driver 
Sex by Pedestrian BAC, excluding sex unknown and "Refused" and 
"Missing" was significant (X2 = 9.02, p<.05 with 3 d.f.). 
The direction of the difference was that male drivers were more 
likely to have been involved in the higher pedestrian BAC crashes 
(.10 - .19% and .20% +) than female drivers. The next set of 
data shown is for driver age. The median driver age was appro­
ximate.ly 34 years, which means that drivers were somewhat younger 
than the pedestrians. The distribution, driver age by pedestrian 
BAC excluding age or BAC unknown, was not statistically signifi­
cant (X2 = 4.62, N.S. with 6 d.f.). This implies that there are 
no major differences in pedestrian alcohol involvement as a fun­
ction of driver age, though small differences are apparent in the 
Table. The final set of data shown in Table 10 is for driver 
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Table 10. Description of involved Drivers 

by Pedestrian BAC. 

BAC (of pedestrian) 

Refused/ .000% .001­ .100­ .200% 
N Missing .099% .199% + Total 

Driver Sex 

Male 201 16% 40% 8% 14% 22% 100% 

Female 44 11% 57% 16% 5% 11% 100% 

Unknown 21 24% 33% 5% 14% 24% 100% 

Driver Age 

14-24 69 17% 41% 12% 9% 22% 100% 

25-49 106 18% 42% 6% 13% 21% 100% 

50 + 62 6% 48% 13% 16% 16% 100% 

Unknown 29 28% 31% 7% 10% 24% 100% 

Total Prior 
Driver Arrests 

zero 174 13% 42% 11% 13% 21% 100% 

one - three 41 20% 49% 2% 12% 17% 100% 

four or more 22 18% 45% 9% 14% 14% 100% 

Driver Unknown 29 28% 31% 7% 10% 24% 100% 

27 ry. h.J P;­



prior arrests. Again, this distribution was not significantly 
related to pedestrian BAC (X2 = 2.82, N.S. with 3 d.f., excludes 
driver unknown and pedestrian BAC unknown and collapses arrest 
data to zero versus one or more). 

Descriptive data was also available concerning the residence 
or home address of these drivers. The results showed that 69% 
lived in New Orleans, 15% in a New Orleans suburb, 6% other U.S. 
and 11% hit and run with no address available. Some information 
was also available concerning driver BAC in those few cases where 
the Investigating Officer arrested the driver for Driving While 
Intoxicated. In all, 15 arrests were made across all 266 crashes. 
Two of the these drivers had no measurable blood alcohol, one 
had a BAC below the .10% legal limit and the remainder had BAC's 
ranging from .10% to .24%. Few drivers reported any injury to 
themselves. 

The vehicles involved in these crashes were most often cars 
(74%), followed by trucks (12%), buses (3%) and taxis (2%). "Other" 
vehicle types, including motorcycles, accounted for 5% and type 
"unknown" was 5%. There were no major differences across ve­
hicle type as a function of pedestrian BAC. Vehicle damage was 
most often reported for the front of the vehicle (53%), less often 
for right side (8%) and less still for the left side (4%). Other 
areas of the vehicle (e.g., rear) accounted for (3%) and vehicle 
damage for the remaining cases (33%) was either unknown, unreported 
or the vehicle was not damaged. "Area of vehicle damaged" did not 
appear to be related to pedestrian BAC. In 6% of the cases, the 
Investigating Officer noted,mechanical defects in the vehicle, 
typically defective brakes (2%) or worn tires (1%). 

4. Crash Description 

Table 11 shows when the crashes occurred in terms of day 
of week and time of day. Concerning day of week, it is apparent 
that the crashes were spread relatively evenly across all days. 
Sunday was the lowest frequency day (12% of all crashes); Friday 
was the highest (17% of all crashes). Also shown in the table 
are totals for weekdays, Monday to Friday and weekend days, 
Saturday and Sunday. Here, a difference between weekends and week­
days is readily apparent with respect to pedestrian BAC. For 
weekdays, 48% of the pedestrians (55% of those who were tested) 
had not been drinking whereas for weekends, the comparable figure 
was only 29% (35% of those who were tested). The comparison, 
weekend versus weekday by pedestrian BAC, excluding "Refused" 
and "Missing," was statistically significant (X2 = 8.28, p<.05 
with 3 d.f.). Also shown in Table 11 are the data for time of 
day in eight hour intervals. These results clearly show that 
alcohol involvement is greatest during the period from eight in 
the evening until four in the morning. Here, only 19% of the 
pedestrians had not been drinking (24% of those who were tested). 
The comparison, pedestrian BAC excluding "Refused" and "Missing" 
by time was statistically significant (X2 = 44.45, p<.001 with 
6 d.f.). 
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Table 11. Day of Week and Time of Day by 

Pedestrian BAC. 

BAC (of pedestrian) 

Refused/ .000% .001­ .100­ .200% 
N Missing .099% .199% + Total 

Day of Week 

Sunday 31 13% 23% 3% 23% 39% 100% 

Monday 36 19% 36% 6% 14% 25% 100% 

Tuesday 38 11% 61% 8% 13% 8% 100% 

Wednesday 40 18% 60% 5% 5% 12% 100% 

Thursday 39 5% 41% 10% 21% 23% 100% 

Friday 44 25% 36% 16% 5% 18% 100% 

Saturday 38 21% 34% 13% 11% 21% 100% 

Weekday Vs. Weekend 

Mon.-Fri. 197 16% 48% 9% 11% 17% 100% 

Sat. -Sun. 69 17% 29% 9% 16% 29% 100% 

Time of Day 

0400 - 1159 63 17% 62% 8% 2% 11% 100% 

1200 - 1959 122 11% 48% 12% 15% 14% 100% 

2000 - 0359 81 22% 19% 5% 17% 37% 100% 



Several comparisons were also made concerning weather condi­
tions at the time of the crash. Little difference was found in 
weather conditions as a function of pedestrian BAC. From the 
police reports, it was learned that 85% of the crashes for pedes­
trians who had not been drinking and 88% of the crashes involving 
pedestrians who had been drinking occurred on dry pavement. The 
U.S. Weather Bureau (New Orleans) reported rain or a trace of rain 
at the time of crash for 14% of the cases with no apparent dif­
ference between the alcohol and non-alcohol involved crashes. 
The mean temperature in New Orleans at the time of the crash for 
crashes involving pedestrians who had not been drinking was 71.3°F. 
The mean temperature for crashes in which the pedestrian had been 
drinking was 67.2 F, which probably only reflects the fact that 
the alcohol crashes more often occur at night. Relative humi­
dity (77% overall) and wind speed (7.8 knots overall) also did 
not vary across the alcohol and non-alcohol crashes. 

Police accident reports also provide a great deal of infor­
mation concerning the crash location itself. Some of this infor­
mation, again as a function of pedestrian BAC, is summarized 
in Table 12. The first two lines of this table separate inter­
section from non-intersection crashes. Overall, 54% of the 
studied crashes occurred at intersections and 46% were at non-
intersection locations as judged by the Investigating Officers. 
The comparison, intersection - non-intersection by pedestrian 
BAC excluding "Refused" and "Missing" BAC was statistically sig­
nificant (X2 = 8.07, p<.05 with 3 d.f.). However, the magnitude 
of this effect is not large and it is coming almost entirely 
from the middle BAC ranges. Simply, the percentage of pedes­
trians who had not been drinking and the percentage drinking at 
.20% or more is virtually identical for the intersection and non-
intersection crashes. However, the non-intersection crashes 
have an overrepresentation in the .001-.099% category and the inter­
section crashes have an overrepresentation in the .100-.199% cate­
gory. There is no readily apparent explanation for this finding 
and it may simply represent a statistical artifact or a correlate 
of locations at which drinking to various degrees occurs. 

The next set of data shown in Table 12 is for "Type of Road." 
The majority of crashes (56%) occurred on two-way divided road­
ways (but not expressways) followed by one-way streets (18%), 
two-way streets (17%) and expressways (6%). The comparison, 
"Type of Road" excluding expressway and other by pedestrian BAC 
excluding "Refused" and "Missing," was not statistically signifi­
cant (X2 = 7.74, N.S. with 6 d.f.). Also shown in Table 12 are 
data for the "locale" or neighborhood of the crash. Overall, the 
crashes were divided 70% business (including manufacturing and 
mixed business and residential neighborhoods) versus 24% residen­
tial with 6% "other," including open areas. No statistically. 
significant differences in pedestrian BAC were found as a func­
tion of "locale" (X2 = 0.77, N.S. with 3 d.f., excludes "Refused," 
"Missing" and locale equals "other"). The last set of data shown 
in Table 12 is for Traffic Control. The majority of crashes, 
69%, occurred with no traffic controls present except perhaps 
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Table 12. Crash Location Descriptors by 

Pedestrian BAC. 

BAC (of pedestrian 

N 
Refused/ 
Missing 

.000% .001­
.099% 

.100­

.199% 
.200% 

+ Total 

At Intersection 

Yes 144 18% 42% 5% 15% 19% 100% 

No 122 14% 42% 14% 9% 21% 100% 

Type of Road 

One-way 49 14% 37% 12% 18% 18% 100% 

Two-way 45 18% 33% 13% 11% 24% 100% 

Two-way 
(divided) 

148 18% 47% 6% 9% 20% 100% 

Expressway 17 6% 41% 12% 24% 18% 100% 

Other 7 14% 43% 14% 14% 14% 100% 

Locale 

Business 186 17% 41% 10% 12% 20% 100% 

Residential 65 17% 43% 6% 12% 22% 100% 

Other 15 7% 53% 13% 13% 13% 100% 

Traffic Control 

Red-Green-Amber 
Signal 

61 21% 51% 10% 8% 10% 100% 

No Control 183 15% 38% 10% 13% 24% 100% 

Other/Unknown 22 14% 50% 0% 18% 18% 100% 



painted lines on the street. Red-Green-Amber signals were pre­
sent for 23% of the crashes and the remainder, 8%, were either 
other (includes stop signs) or unknown. The comparison, Traffic 
Control (excluding other) by pedestrian BAC, excluding "Refused" 
and "Missing," was not statistically significant (X2 = 7.24, N.S. 
with 3 d.f.). However, the effect was close to reaching statis­
tical significance and the data do show a trend toward the higher 
BAC crashes occurring with no Traffic Control present. 

The police accident report also provides information concern­
ing pedestrian and vehicle movement prior to the crash. In gen­
eral, as shown in Table 13, pedestrians were attempting to cross 
the street prior to their crashes. These attempted crossings 
occurred more often at intersections .(45% of all crashes) and 
somewhat less often at non-intersection locations (31% of all 
crashes). Only 14% of the pedestrians were in the road for some 
other reason such as working on a vehicle or walking in the road. 
The comparison, pedestrian movement excluding "not in road, un­
known" by pedestrian BAC, excluding "Refused" and "Missing," was 
not statistically significant (X2 = 9.61, N.S. with 6 d.f.). 
The data in Table 13 also show vehicle movement by pedestrian 
BAC. The categories on the police report cover virtually every 
conceivable vehicle action, however, the category "Going Straight" 
was selected overwhelmingly (82% of all crashes) by the Officers 
and thus the only data shown is for "Going Straight" versus all 
other categories. The comparison, vehicle movement by pedestrian 
BAC, excluding "Refused" and "Missing," was not statistically 
significant (X2 = 4.42, N.S. with 3 d.f.). 

Additional data concerning the crash scene was collected by 
the Control Sampling Team using the "Crash Location Characteristic 
Data" form shown earlier in Figure 6. The form was part of the 
7 July 1975 modification, thus crash sites sampled prior to this 
date do not have this information. Nevertheless, information for 
the majority of crash locations is available and will be presented 
here. Table 14 shows the results for two items from this form, 
"Width of (the pedestrian's) Attempted Crossing" and "Speed Limit 
at Crash Site." Concerning width of crossing, it was found that 
the median crossing width was approximately 95 feet. The com­
parison, width of crossing excluding "Unknown" by pedestrian BAC 
excluding "Refused" and "Missing" was not statistically signifi­
cant (X2 = 5.26, N.S. with 3 d.f.). The median speed limit at 
these crash sites was approximately 35 miles per hour. The com­
parison, speed limit excluding "Unknown" by pedestrian BAC ex­
cluding "Refused" and "Missing" was not statistically significant 
(X2 = 1.47, N.S. with 3 d.f.). 

The remaining items on the "Crash Location Characteristic 
Data" form were also examined to determine whether they were re­
lated to pedestrian BAC. In particular, did any of these variables 
differentiate between the alcohol and non-alcohol involved crashes? 
Non-intersection crashes were examined in terms "Distance to the 
Nearest Proper Crossing" and no statistically significant differ­
ence was found between the alcohol and non-alcohol crashes. "Pe­
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Table 13. Pedestrian and Vehicle Movement by 

Pedestrian BAC. 

BAC (of pedestrian) 

N 
Refused/ 
Missing 

.000% .001­
.099% 

.100­

.199% 
.200% 

+ Total 

Pedestrian Movement 

Crossing ­
Intersection 

121 15% 49% 6% 12% 19% 100% 

Crossing - Non-
Intersection 

83 13% 33% 14% 13% 27% 100% 

Other in Road 36 25% 33% 8% 17% 17% 100% 

Not in Road, 
Unknown 

26 19% 54% 8% 8% 12% 100% 

Vehicle Movement 

Going Straight 219 17% 39% 10% 12% 21% 100% 

All Other 47 13% 55% 4% 13% 15% 100% 



Table 14. Street Width and Speed Limit 

by Pedestrian BAC. 

BAC (of pedestrian) 

N 
Refused/ 
Missing 

.000% .001-
.099% 

.100-

.199% 
.2008 

+ Total 

Width of Attempted 
Crossing 

1 - 79 ft. 53 17% 36% 13% 11% 23% 100% 

80 ft. + 103 21% 49% 5% 8% 17% 100% 

Unknown, Not 
Crossing* 

110 11% 39% 11% 17% 22% 100% 

Speed Limit at 
Crash Site 

30 mph or less 47 19% 38% 6% 15% 21% 100% 

31 mph or more 128 18% 47% 7% 10% 18% 100% 

Unknown, Not 
Applicable* 

91 12% 37% 13% 14% 23% 100% 

*­ Includes cases sampled prior to 7 July 1975, i.e., prior to the modification calling 
for this and other additional data. 
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destrian Walk Signals" were examined and it was found that they 
were present in only 5% of crashes which was not sufficient to 
support statistical analysis. The data for "Parking Regulations" 
indicated that 74% of the pedestrians crossed at a location where 
"No Parking" was in effect immediately to their left (mostly inter­
section crossings). There was no apparent relationship between 
pedestrian BAC and parking regulations. The "Traffic Count" data 
showed that an average of 48.85 vehicles passed these crash loca­
tions per three minute period. The standard deviation, 38.56, was 
extremely high, and there was no major difference between the al­
cohol and non-alcohol crashes although the alcohol crashes were 
somewhat lower in traffic density ("Refused/Missing" = 56.97 
vehicles per 3 min.; .000% BAC = 48.52 vehicles; positive BAC = 
44.04 vehicles). 

In summary, this section has attempted to describe the 
study sample and determine the distinguishing characteristics for 
the alcohol involved crashes versus the non-alcohol crashes.* 
The results parallel much of what is already known concerning 
driver alcohol involvement. The alcohol involved pedestrian 
crash is more likely to occur at night and on weekends than the 
non-alcohol crash. Males are overrepresented as are the middle-
aged from 30 to 59 years. Pedestrians who had been drinking are 
also more likely to have some form of prior arrest record. The 
other potentially interesting finding was that male drivers 
accounted for 82% of the involved drivers overall and even a 
higher proportion of the drivers in the alcohol crashes. A host 
of variables related to weather, vehicles (type and movement), 
street characteristics, location, etc.-, were not significantly 
related to pedestrian BAC. In other words, demographic information, 
time of day and day of week appear to be more salient than the 
characteristics of the crash itself. These factors are traditionally 
associated with alcohol consumption. 

C. Description of Control Groups 

This section discusses the subjects that comprised the 
Control Groups. The sample is introduced and refusal rates 
are presented. The control groups are then described in terms 
of obtained BAC data. Data are presented first for those con­
trol subjects sampled at the sites of previous crashes, followed 
by a brief discussion of the Random or Population at Large Con­
trols. 

*For reasons discussed earlier, this section did not discuss 
separate fatal versus non-fatal crash comparisons. Data for these 
comparisons may be seen in Appendix F. In general, the fatal 
crashes occurred somewhat more often at night, involve higher 
speed roadway types, e.g., freeways, and older pedestrians. 
Otherwise, the fatal and non-fatal crashes in the current sample 
were generally similar. 
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1. Control Accept/Refuse Rates 

As mentioned earlier, 266 crashes were studied as part 
of this project each of which should have had associated control 
sampling. In fact, control sampling was conducted for 241 cases. 
The remaining 25 (9%) were not sampled for a variety of reasons. 
Occasionally, for certain off-road crashes, it was decided that 
no suitable or representative sample could be found. More often, 
the problem was clerical in that the correct accident report 
could not be matched within a reasonable time frame to an obtained 
hospital BAC report. Aliases and misspelled names, for instance, 
could not be uncovered until all accident reports and all hospital 
reports had been received and cross-referenced. Both the hospital 
report and the accident report had to be present before control 
sampling could be undertaken. 

Non-fatal crashes and fatal crashes occurring during 
the study year were sampled on the same day of week as soon after 
the crash as possible. Fatals from prior years were sampled on 
the same "day" (e.g., third Tuesday in May) during the study 
year. The median delay from time of crash to time of sampling 
across all crashes was approximately 28 days. In all, 1,469 
pedestrians were approached at sites of previous crashes and 
asked to participate in the study. Of these, 1,208 (82%) agreed 
to participate and provide a breath sample for alcohol meaEure­
ment. The remainder, 261 (18%), refused to participate, typically 
because they were "in a hurry." The average number accepting per 
site was 5.0 with a standard deviation of 4.5. Approximately 
93% of the sites produced at least one accepting control sub­
ject, 78% at least two and 63% at least three. 

The refusal rate was examined in terms of the sex, race 
and age of the subjects. Each of these data items was provided 
by the officer working outside of the control sampling van. Thus, 
"age" is the officer's estimate of the subject's age and not the 
exact age reported by the subject inside the van.* The data are 
shown in Table 15. Concerning sex, no statistically significant 
difference was found between males and females with respect to 
their agreeing to participate (Yates corrected X2 = 0.65, N.S. 
with 1 d.f.). Overall, 83% of the males and 81% of the females 
approached agreed to participate. There was also no significant 
difference with respect to race (X2 = 4.87, N.S. with 2 d.f.). 
Whites agreed to participate at the rate of .84%, Blacks at the 
rate of 81%. However, a statistically significant difference was 
found with respect to age (X2 = 30.51, p<.001 with 6 d.f.). Young 
potential subjects aged 29 or less agreed at the rate of 87%, 
whereas the rate for older groups varied from 73% to 83%. Thus, 
the total control group contains a slight overrepresentation of 

*It should be noted that the officer's age estimate matched closely 
the actual age as reported by the subject inside the van. The 
Contingency Coefficient comparing the outside estimate to inside 
reported age for participating subjects was .83. 
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Table 15.. Sex, Race and Age of Control Subjects 

Accepting and Refusing Participation in 

the Study. 

N Accept Refuse Total 

Subject Sex 

Male 
Female 

863 
606 

83% 
81% 

17% 
19% 

100% 
100% 

Subject Race 

White 
Black 
Other 

570 
863 

36 

84% 
81% 
72% 

16% 
.19% 
28%--

100% 
100% 
100% 

Estimated Age 

19 or less 
20 - 24 
25 - 29 
30 - 39 
40 - 49 
50 - 59 
60 or more 

243 
253 
258 
246 
173 
179 
117 

87% 
86% 
87% 
83% 
73% 
78% 
73% 

13% 
14% 
13% 
17% 
27% 
22% 
27% 

100%, 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 
100% 



younger subjects. Obviously, it is not known how many of the 
refusals had been drinking. 

Refusal rates were also examined with respect to day of 
week and hour of sampling. Concerning day of week, there was no 
statistically significant difference across the days in terms of 
refusal rate (X2 = 4.81, N.S. with 6 d.f.). The days varied from 
19% refuse on Monday and Friday to 14% refuse on Thursday. Con­
cerning hour, the data were examined in eight hour intervals de­
fined as 2000-0359, 0400-1159 and 1200-1959 hours. Refusal rates 
ranged from 16% during the first and third interval to 20% during 
the middle interval, 0400-1159. These rates were not significantly 
different (X2 = 2.84 with 2 d.f.). An additional calculation was 
made comparing those crash sites where the pedestrian victim had 
a positive or non-zero BAC to those where the pedestrian's BAC 
was zero to those where BAC data was "Missing" or "Refused." 
The respective refusal rates were 20%, 15% and 20% and were not 
significantly different (X2 = 5.78, N.S. with 2 d.f.). 

In summary, crash site control sampling was conducted 
at 241 locations. There were 1,208 subjects who agreed to par­
ticipate and provided a breath sample for alcohol measurement. 
There were 261 subjects who refused to participate for a refusal 
rate of 18%. Refusal rate did not vary significantly as a func­
tion of sex, race, time of day, day of:,week or the BAC of the 
pedestrian victim whose crash site was being sampled. Refusal 
rate did vary as a function of control subject age with older 
potential subjects (generally 40 years and older) more likely to 
refuse. While not covered in . this. section, it should be noted 
that the 112 random samplin4 sites produced 80 subjects agreeing 
to participate and 14 refusals for a refusal rate of 15%. These 
data were not sufficient to support statistical comparisons of 
refusal rate by age, sex, etc. 

2. Control Descriptive Data by Control BAC 

This section examines the crash site controls as a 
function of their breath alcohol measurement. Subjects who re­
fused to participate are not considered since their alcohol 
level was not determined. As discussed earlier, control subject 
alcohol assessment was accomplished using the'Alco-Limiter, a 
breath testing device. The Alco-Limiter is an extremely accurate 
device utilizing an electro-chemical fuel cell to detect ethyl 
alcohol (ethanol) in a sample of alveolar (deep lung) air. It 
has a rapid test-retest cycle, i.e., the alcohol in the cell dis­
sipates quickly after a test. It is easily calibrated with a 
known gaseous. standard. The two devices in the control sampling 
van were calibrated by utilizing a .10% reference standard at 
least twice prior to commencing data collection at each site. 

One drawback of the technology of the Alco-Limiter is 
its propensity to read a trace of ethanol, e.g., .01%, for a sam­
ple of alveolar air devoid of the substance. Hydrocarbons in the 
breath will be oxidized by the fuel cell in the absence of ethanol. 
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When ethanol is present, the cell is selective for it, and, there­
fore, the effect of expired hydrocarbons is not additive. The 
magnitude of these slight false positive readings is influenced by 
smoking (hence, the questions on smoking on the Control Subject 
Data Collection Form - Figure 5) and the type of material smoked. 
Heavy smokers of mentholated cigarettes appeared to produce the 
highest false positive readings, i.e., in the range of .025% to 
.040%. Operationally, then, the Alco-Limiter cannot reliably dis­
tinguish very low BAC levels from negative (.00%) BACs. Thus, the 
data in this section groups low BAC with zero into one .000-.049% 
category. The control descriptive data items presented here were 
all taken from the Control Subject Data Collection Form shown earlier 
as Figure 5. 

Table 16 shows the sex, race and age of the control 
subjects and their respective breath alcohol concentrations. Over­
all, 59% of the subjects were males and 41% were females. Males 
accounted for most of the highest BAC readings and the compari­
son male versus female by BAC was statistically significant (X2 = 
64.71, p<.001 with 3 d.f.). Concerning race, the control group 
was composed of 40% white, 57% black and 2% other or unknown. 
The comparison, white versus black by BAC was not statistically 
significant (X2 = 3.75, N.S., with 3 d.f.). The last set of data 
shown in the table is for control subject age. The results clearly 
show that age is related to BAC. Younger pedestrians and pedes­
trians 60 years and older are overrepresented in the zero and low 
BAC category. Middle aged pedestrians, particularly in the 40-59 
year old range were more often found to have been drinking. The 
comparison for age by BAC (where BAC wAs a two-category variable­
.000-.049% and .050% or more) was statistically significant (X2 =

86.55,.p<.001 with 6 d.f.).


Table 17 shows the distribution of responses to the ques­
tions "Where are you going?" and "Where are you walking from?" 
The results showed that 27% of the respondents were going to their 
homes and 19% were coming from their homes. Work,.school, etc., 
accounted for 11% (going) and 13% (coming)from). Shopping or personal 
business such as stores and banks accounted for 15% and 16% of 
the "to" and "from" responses, respectively. Surprisingly, "Bus 
Stop" was mentioned quite frequently accounting for 11% "going to" 
and 13% "walking from." Restaurant or bar accounted for 9% of the 
"going to" responses and 14% of the coming "from" responses. For 
the most part, where the subject was coming from or where he was 
going to was not related to BAC. The major exception to this is in 
reference to Restaurant/Bar. While only 9% of the subjects said 
they were going to a restaurant or bar, this 9% accounted for 
26% of the .10% or higher BACs. Further, only 14% of the subjects 
reported walking from a restaurant or bar, yet this 14% accounted 
for 50% of the .10% or higher BACs. The comparison, Restaurant/

Bar versus all other responses by BAC was statistically signifi­

cant both for "going to" and "walking from" (X2 = 44.78, p<.001

with 3 d.f. and X2 = 148.77, p<.001 with 3 d.f., respectively).




Table 16. Control. Sex, Race_ and Age 

by Control BAC. 

Control Subject BAG 

.000- .050- .100- .200% 
N* .049% .099% .199% + Total 

Sex 

Male 712 80% 7% 9% 5% 100% 

Female 492 96% 2% 2% 0% 100% 

Race 

White 487 88% 3% 5% 3% 100% 

Black 693 85% 6% 6% 3% 100% 

Other/Unknown 28 96% 0% 0% 4% 100% 

Age 

19 or less 238 99% 1% 0% 0% 100% 

20 - 24 267 91% 5% 3% 1% 100% 

25 - 29 156 86% 5% 8% 1% 100% 

30 - 39 173 82% 4% 9% 6% 100% 

40 - 49 140 71% 8% 11% 9% 100% 

50 - 59 133 74% 7% 13% 6% 100% 

60 or more 100 92% 6% 2% 0% 100% 

*Does not include four cases where sex was unknown and one case where age was unknown. 



Table 17. Control Going to and Walking from 

by Control BAC. 

N 
.000­
.049% 

Control Subject BAC 

.050­ .100­

.099% .199E 
.2000 

+ Total 

Where are you 
going? 

Home 331 81% 6% 9% 4% 100% 

Work/School 130 93% 3% 1% 3% 100% 

Store/Bank, 
etc. 

183 92% 4% 3% 1% 100% 

Restaurant/ 
Bar 

106 67% 8% 17% 8% 100% 

Bus Stop 129 93% 2% 4% 2% 100% 

Other 327 90% 4% 4% 2% 100% 

Where were you 
walking from? 

Home 223 89% 5% 4% 2% 100% 

Work/School 156 94% 4% 2% 1% 100% 

Store/Bank, 
etc. 

188 93% 2% 4% 1% 100% 

Restaurant/ 
Bar 

165 58% 10% 19% 12% 100% 

Bus Stop 154 88% 6% 5% 1% 100% 

Other 319 92% 2% 4% 2% 100% 



Table 18 shows how often the control subjects walk by 
the sampling location and control subject occupation. The data 
for "how often" indicate that the control subjects are familiar 
with the location at which they were sampled. In fact, 49% of 
the subjects reported walking by the sampling location at least 
once a day. The comparison, "How often" by BAC, was not statis­
tically significant (X2 = 10.26, N.S. with 6 d.f.). Data for 
control subject occupation indicate that the higher BAC measure­
ments were obtained from the unemployed, craft or skilled workers 
and from "other workers" including laborers. The comparison for 
control subject occupation by BAC, where BAC was a two-level var­
iable (.000-.049% and .05%+), was statistically significant (X2 = 
68.59, p<.001 with 8 d.f.)., 

The Control Subject Data Collection Form also provided 
information on the subject's reported "Time Since Last Drink" 
and the subject's smoking habits. Not surprisingly, "Time Since 
Last Drink" was highly related to BAC. With only three exceptions, 
every subject who had a BAC of .05% or higher also reported drink­
ing within the last 24 hours. Cigarette smoking was also related 
to control BAC. Overall, 54% of the subjects reported that they 
did smoke cigarettes. These cigarette smokers accounted for 79% 
of .05% or higher BACs. Only 6% reported that they smoked cigars, 
and these cigar smokers accounted for 9% of .05% or higher BACs. 
Pipe smoking was reported by 3% of the subjects accounting for 
2% of .05% or higher BACs. A positive correlation bettreen alcohol 
use and cigarette smoking is not surprising and has been previously 
demonstrated (see for example, Cahalan, et al., 1969,. pp. 148-149). 

In summary, this section presented descriptive informa­
tion relative to the crash site control subjects and their breath 
alcohol concentrations, It was found that higher BAC readings 
were obtained from males, the middle aged, persons going to or 
coming from a restaurant or bar, skilled-unskilled or unemployed 
workers and cigarette smokers. Control subject race and frequency 
of walking by the sampling location was apparently not related to 
BAC. Similar comparisons for the Random or Population at Large 
controls were not possible due to the small sample size. 

3.­ Constructing Site Matched, Age/Sex Site Matched 
and Random Control Groups 

The total control group is not the most appropriate 
group upon which to base control versus pedestrian victim com­
parisons. As discussed in Chapter II, subgroups of this total 
sample were selected for these comparisons. The first such. 
group was the Site Matched Controls. These controls were selected 
on the basis of the exact time of the crash. The group consisted 
of those three control subjects at each crash site whose time of 
first breath test was closest to the actual time of the crash. 
Since 241 crash sites were sampled, this group could have con­
sisted of as many as 723 control subjects (3 times 241) if each 
of the 241 sites had produced three or more control subjects. 
In fact, this group contained 559 subjects or 77% of the possible 
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Table 18. Control Frequency on Street and 

Occupation by Control BAC. 

Control Subject BAC 

N 
.000-
.049% 

.050-

.099% 
.100-
.199% 

.200% 
+ Total 

How often do you 
walk by this 
location?* 

once per day 
or more 

354 88% 3% 6% 4% 100% 

several times 
per month 

181 85% 8% 6% 2% 100% 

once per month 
or less 

185 90% 5% 4% 1% 100% 

What is your 
current occupation? 

Professional/ 
Technical/Manager 

158 94% 3% 3% 100% 

Sales/Clerical 121 93%, 3% 2% 1% 100% 

Craft 198 79% 7% 9% 6% 100% 

Other Worker 267 78% 9% 10% 5% 100% 

Housewife 68 93% 3% 3% 1% 100% 

Student 195 97% 2% 1% 1% 100% 

Retired 49 82% 10% 6% 2% 100% 

Unemployed 121 85% 1% 9% 5% 100% 

Other/Unknown 31 87% -- 10% 3% 100% 

*­ This question was added to Control Form after 7 July 1975, subjects sampled prior to 
that time are excluded. 
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maximum. Three.control subjects were selected per site since 
it appeared to be that number of subjects which produced the 
largest sample size with an acceptable deviation from the possi­
ble maximum. Fewer subjects per site would have unnecessarily 
limited the sample size, and more would have created a larger 
deviation. 

The second group constructed was the Age and Sex Site-
Matched Controls. This group consisted. of that one control sub­
ject who was of the same sex as the pedestrian victim and was 
closest to the victim in terms of age. Since there were 241 sites, 
this group could have consisted of as many as 241 subjects. In 
fact, this group consisted of 190 subjects or 79% of its possi­
ble maximum. These subjects may or may not have also been in­
cluded in the Site Matched group discussed above since time of 
sampling was not a factor in selecting the Age and Sex Site-
Matched Group. 

The third group used in this study for comparison with 
pedestrian victims was the Random or Population at Large controls. 
This group consisted of all pedestrians sampled at-the 112 random 
sampling sites. These sites, selected at random throughout New 
Orleans, produced 80 subjects for whom breath alcohol measurements 
were available. Thus, these random sites produced an average of 
.71 subjects per site as compared with 5.0 subjects per site at 
the crash locations, despite the fact that all sampling was conducted 
for one hour at every site (crash or random). 

As discussed in Chapter II, the Age and. Sex Site-Matched 
group provides the most conservative basis for any victim versus 
control comparisons. This group attempts to control for both 
demographic and site related variables. It is the most appropriate 
comparison group to the extent that crossing behavior and associated 
risk are correlated with age, sex, time of day, day of week and 
location. However, this group will underestimate any true effects 
to the extent that age, sex, time of day, etc., are correlated 
with BAC irrespective of risk. The Site Matched Group is some­
what less conservative. It is the most appropriate comparison 
group to the extent that crossing behavior and associated risk 
is correlated with time of day, day of week and location but not 
with age and sex. However, it too may underestimate any true 
effects to the extent that time of day, day of week and location 
are correlated with BAC, irrespective of risk. Finally, the 
Random controls are not at all conservative. They provide an 
estimate of the total pedestrian population irrespective of any 
variables which may or may not be associated with risk. This 
group solves the underestimation problem but leaves open the 
possibility that correlated effects from age, sex, time of day, 
day of week and location could bias any comparison. 

D. Control/Experimental Comparisons 

This section compares the control groups to the accident

victims. The first comparison will be in terms of alcohol. Rela­




tive risk curves as a function of alcohol are generated. This

is followed by a discussion of demographic and situational com­

parisons between the groups. Finally, data from the Mortimer-

Filkens Questionnaire are shown. The results clearly show that

he higher BACs are overrepresented in the crash group. 

1. Relative Risk Related to Alcohol 

Relative risk calculations are one method for compar­

ing crash and control. samples and quantifying any increased risk

related to BAC level. The basic input data for these calculations

are the BAC distributions for the crash and control groups. The

equation used for relative risk at each specified BAC level was

as follows (after Clayton, et al., 1977).


% accident sample at specified BAC level

% control sample at same BAC level


Relative Risk =

(at specified

BAC level) accident sample at .00% BAC


control sample at .00% BAC


This equation has the effect of setting relative risk at .00%

BAC equal. to one. Relative risk can be interpreted as a factor


,specifying the amount, if any, of increased risk of accident in­
volvement associated with a specified BAC relative to .00% BAC. 
Thus, for example, a r:.^iat.i_ve risk of 10. 00 implies that pedes­
trians with that specified EiAC level are ten times more likely 
to be involved in an accident than pedestrians at .00% BAC. 

The input data for the relative risk calculations are 
shown in Table 19. These are not the same BAC distributions for 
the control subjects as reported in earlier sections. Control 
data had to be modified in two different ways. First, BAC measures 
were not available for all of the crash victims since some 
"Refused" and some data was listed as "Missing." When comparing 
control BAC to crash victim BAC, it would be inappropriate to 
include crash site controls from those sites where there was no 
measure of victim BAC. Therefore, control subjects from these 
sites were deleted from these analyses. Second, there still re­
mained the problem that not all crash sites produced the desired 
number of controls. Each site, for instance, should have pro­
duced one Age and Sex Site-Matched control subject yet, as discussed 
earlier, several sites did not produce the required subject. 

.This problem was complicated,by the fact that there was a posi­
tive correlation between victim BAC and control BAC for those 
controls sampled at that victim's crash location. Thus a weight­
ing procedure was. adopted which had the effect of equalizing any 
missing data or underrepresentation in the crash site control 
groups as a function.of victim BAC. This procedure had little 
overall effect on the control distributions, but did permit more 
appropriate comparisons. 
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Table 19. Experimental BAC and


Control BAC (Weighted Data).


BAC 

Group N 
.00-
.049% 

.05-

.099% 
.10-
.149% 

.15-

.199% 
.20-
.249% 

.25% 
+ 

Experimental 
(crash victims) 

198* 58.6% 4.5% 7.1% 5.6% 9.6% 14.6% 

Site *1** 181 83.4% 7.6% 3.9% 1.6% 2.3% 1.0% 

Site #1 - 3 449 85.0% 6.3% 3.7% 1.6% 1.5% 1.9% 

Age/Sex match 155 84.0% 3.1% 5.9% 3.8% 2.6% 0.6% 

All Site 
Controls 

967 86.5% 4.6% 4.0% 1.8% 1.4% 1.6% 

Random Controls 80 92.5% 3.8% 2.5% 0.0% 0.0% 1.2% 

*Experimental N includes only these pedestrian victims whose BAC was known and

for whom control sampling was conducted.


**Site #1 consists of that one control subject sampled closest in time to the

crash. Site #1 - 3 are the three subjects closest in time. Control Group N's

for the site controls are based only on those sites for which the pedestrian

victim's BAC was known.
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The Relative Risk factors obtained from the above 
formula using the data from Table 19 are shown in Table 20. 
Factors for the three primary control groups, Age/Sex Match, 
Site #1-3 and Random are plotted in Figure 7. The factors and 
the graph of the factors indicate that the risk of accident in­
volvement is extreme at the very high BAC levels. However, below 
.10% BAC, any increased risk appears to be minimal with the fac­
tors generally ranging between one (no increased risk) and two 
(twice as likely to be involved in a crash). In the middle BAC 
ranges, defined here as .10% to .199%, interpretation of the re­
sults depends entirely on one's selection of the most appropriate 
control group. The more conservative Age/Sex group does not show 
a sharp increase in risk until BACs of .20% or higher. However, 
when pedestrian victims are compared to the somewhat less conser­
vative Site #1-3 group, there is a substantial increase in risk at 
.15%. The least conservative Random or Population at Large group 
shows risk increasing substantially as early as the .10%-.149% 
range. In summary, these data suggest that: 

Increased risk (if any) is minimal at BACs 
below .10% 

Increased risk is substantial at BACs above 
.20% 

Risk appears to be increased in the .10% to 
.199% range, but the amount of the increase 
depends on the selection of the control group 
and is thus subject to interpretation 

2. Demographic, Weather and Trip Purpose Comparisons 

The most important comparison between the victim or 
experimental group and the control groups is in terms of BAC. 
However, much additional information is available for these groups 
and thus other comparisons are also possible. Table 21, for in­
stance, shows the age, sex and race distributions for the primary 
groups. Concerning age, there is no question that the experi­
mentals are much older than any of the control groups. The ex­
perimental group is even significantly older than the Age/Sex 
Match group (X2 = 24.19, p<.001 with 6 d. f.) , In other words, 
it was not possible to produce an adequate age match for the crash 
victims from the control sample. The control sample simply did 
not contain a sufficient number of subjects over 60 years of age. 
Matching was relatively good, however, in the middle age ranges 
which also tend to have more alcohol involvement. The younger 
age groups, particularly 20-29 years, were overrepresented among 
the controls. 

The comparison for age between the experimentals and 
the Site #1-3 group provides one measure of the overrepresenta­
tion of older pedestrians in the crash group. This comparison, 
which was statistically significant (X2 = 82.71, p<.001, with 
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Table 20. Calculated Relative Risk 

from All Control Groups. 

.00­

.049% 
.05­
.099% 

Relative Risk at BAC 

.10-, .15­
..149% .199% 

.20­

.249% 
.25% 
+ 

From Site #1 1.00 .85 2.56 4.80 5.87 20.06 

From Site 41 - 3 1.00 1.04 2.79 5.11 9.04 11.25 

From Age/Sex Match 

From All Site Controls 

1.00 

1.00 

2.08 

1.45 

1.72. 

2,58 

2.12 

4.46 

5.19 

10.35 

37.86 

13.19 

From Random Controls 1.00 1.91 4.47 37. 66* 

* Calculation is for .15% and higher, insufficient data for further breakdown. 
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Figure 7. Relative risk of accident involvement by BAC
as determined by the three control groups.



Table 21. Age, Sex and Race of Experimentals 

and Controls. 

Age 

19 
or 20- 30- 40- 50- 60- 70 

N less 29 39 49 59 69 + 

Experimental 241 13% 17% 13% . 15% 11% 14% 17% 
Control ­

Age/Sex 190 14% 31% 14% 13% 13% 8% 6% 
Site #1-3 559* 20% 32% 14% 13% 11% 7% 3% 
Random 81** 26% 31% 14% 4% 13% 11% 1% 

Sex 

N Male Female 

Experimental 241 64% 36% 
Control ­

Age/Sex 190 67% 33% 
Site #1-3 556 63% 37% 
Random 81 65% 35% 

Race (White vs. Black Only) 

N White Black 

Experimental 198 40% 60% 
Control ­

Age/Sex 188 34% 66% 
Site #1-3 544 38% 62% 
Random 76 46% 54% 

*Site #1-3 and Random are weighted to correct for bias from 
differential refusal rate. 

**Includes one subject who agreed to participate yet subsequently
refused the breath test. 

 



I 

6 d.f.) shows that this control group had more young pedestrians 
and fewer older pedestrians than the crash group. Similarly, the 
comparison for age between the experimentals and the Random Con­
trols was significant (X2 = 33.17, p<.001 with '6 d.f.). Part of 
this affect can be explained by the differential refusal rates 
by age among the controls. As discussed earlier, young potential 
subjects were more likely to agree to participate than older sub­
jects. A weighting procedure was utilized to correct the Site 
#1-3 and Random age distributions for any bias introduced by dif­
ferential refusal rates. The results were again compared to the 
crash sample and again both were statistically significant (X2 = 
70.72, p<.001 with 6 d.f. and X2 = 29.73, p<.001 with 6 d.f., 
respectively). Thus, the present data suggest that older pedes­
trians (approximately 60 years and older) are more likely to be 
involved in fatal and serious injury crashes of the type sampled 
in this study than similarly exposed pedestrians of other ages. 
Conversely, the present data suggest that younger adult pedes­
trians (approximately 14-29 years) are less likely to be involved 
in these crashes. 

The next set o data shown in'Table 21 is for pedestrian 
sex. Comparisons were made between the experimental group and 
each of the control groups and none were statistically significant 
(X2 < 1.,00, N.S. with 1 d.f. for each). The last set of data is 
for pedestrian race and again none of the comparisons were statis­
tically significant (X2 < 1.50, N.S. with 1 d.f. for each). In 
other words, neither males nor females nor whites nor blacks were 
overrepresented or underrepresented in the crash sample. 

The experimental and control samples can also be com­
pared on the basis of the weather conditions which prevailed in 
New Orleans at the time of the crash versus the time of control 
sampling. These data, shown in Table 22, indicate that there was 
essentially no difference between the two times in terms of weather. 
Mean temperature was approximately 69°F both for the crash times 
and the sampling times. Mean relative humidity was approximately 
77% or the crashes and 79% for the control times. Mean wind 
speed was approximately 7.8 and 7.2 knots, repsectively, and as 
the table shows, rainfall conditions did not vary substantiallyy 
between crash and sampling times. These data can be interpreted 
to mean that weather was not a•major factor in the fatal and ser­
ious injury crashes studied. Differences in weather conditions 
between crash times and control sampling times should have emerged 
if weather was related to crash occurrence. 

Additional comparisons are also possible using data 
from the pedestrian interview form shown in Appendix C, and the 
Control Subject Data Collection Form shown earlier as Figure 5. 
Asked on both of these forms were the questions concerning "Where 
are you going?" "Where were you walking from?" and frequency of 
walking by the crash location. Data for these questions was 
available from, essentially, all of the control subjects. How­
ever, the pedestrian interview was only completed by 52 of the 
crash victims. It will be remembered that the interviewing pro­
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Table 22. Weather at Time of Crash vs. Time 

of Sampling 

At Time At Time of 
of Crash Sampling 

Temperature N 266 241 

X 69.39°F 69.34 0 F 

SD 12.64 12.65 

Humidity N 266 241 

X 77.08% 79.07% 

SD 15.60 14.88 

Wind Speed N 257 228 

X 7.84 knots 7.21 knots 

SD 3.93 3.56 

Rainfall N 266 241 

% with "trace" 
amount of rain 7.5% 10.4% 

% with "rain" 6.4% 5% 



cedure did not begin until 7 July and interviewing was possible 
only for the non-fatal victim group. The comparisons for walk­
ing from, walking to and frequency for all site controls by all 
interviewed non-fatal victims were not statisticslly significant. 
In other words, though based on limited data, it appears that 
there were no major differences between experimentals and controls 
in terms of where they were coming from, going to or how often 
they passed that location. 

3. Analysis of Mortimer-Filkins Data 

It will be remembered that after 7 July of the study 
year, control subjects were asked to complete and mail back the 
questionnaire shown in Appendix D. At the same time, interview­
ing of the non-fatal crash victims was begun and also included, 
completion of the questionnaire. Completed questionnaires were 
received from 371 control subjects and from 49 victims. This 
section compares the results obtained from the controls to the 
results obtained for the non-fatal victims. 

The first step in this process was to examine the re­
turn rate for the control questionnaires to determine if any 
important biases were present. In all, 736 control subjects were 
asked to complete the questionnaire and returns were received 
from 371 (50%). Analysis of the return rate showed that it varied 
significantly as a function of control subject BAC, age, sex and 
race. Concerning BAC, returned questionnaires were received 
from 53% of those subjects in the range of .000%-.049% BAC as 
compared with only 34% of those with higher BACs (X2 = 14.25, 
p<.01 with 3 d.f. across the BAC categories .000-.049%; .05-.099%; 
.10-.199%; .20% plus). Concerning age, questionnaires were re­
ceived from 56% of the under 40 age group and only 30% of the 
over 40 age group (X2 = 26.74, p<.001 with 5 d.f. across the age 
categories 19 or less; 20-29; 30-39; 40-49; 50-59; 60 plus). 
Concerning sex, questionnaires were received from 43% of the males 
and 63% of the females (X2 = 27.96, p<.001 with 1 d.f.). Lastly, 
relative to race, questionnaires were received from 60% of white 
subjects and 43% of black subjects. Thus, it appears that the 
group for which questionnaire data is available contains an over-
representation of the young, whites, females and subjects who 
had not been drinking or who had otherwise very low BACs. 

Similar comparisons were conducted relative to the 
victim group. First, questionnaires were completed by 49 victims 
which represents only 27% of the 180 non-fatal victims. However, 
an attempt to get a completed questionnaire was,made only for 109 
victims since for some their crash was prior to 7 July and others 
entered the non-fatal sample only after extensive cross-referencing 
of Hospital and Police records. Thus, the actual completion rate 
was 45% (49 of 109). While some pedestrians did refuse the pedes­
trian interview and questionnaire, the majority of non-completions 
resulted from an inability to find the victim. Comparisons were 
made in terms of age, race, sex and BAC for those victims who 
completed the questionnaire versus all other non-fatal victims. 
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The results for age were not statistically significant (X2 = 12.20, 
N.S. with 7 d.f.), however, there was a clear tendency for a 
higher completion rate among younger victims. No significant 
difference was found with respect to race (X2 = 1.03, N.S. with 
1 d.f.) or sex (X2 = 0.01, N.S. with 1 d.f.). Similarly, there 
was no significant difference as a function of victim BAC (X2 = 
2.12, N.S. with 2 d.f. where BAC was a three level variable 
Refused-Missing, .000%, .001% or higher). Therefore, it appears 
that questionnaires may have been completed by somewhat more young 
victims. However, the group that completed the questionnaire and 
those that did not were similar in terms of race, sex and BAC. 

The questionnaire shown in Appendix D has two parts. 
Part I, consisting of the first 58 questions, is the original 
Mortimer-Filkins. The instrument produces three scores, one for 
"Scale 1" which is the primary scale of interest, one for "Scale 
2" which provides a correction factor for Scale 1 results and a 
combined score. The higher the combined score is, the more likely 
that individual is to be a "problem drinker" as defined and vali­
dated in the original research on this instrument (see e.g., 
Filkins et al., 1974). As a reference, it is of interest to note 
that Filkins et al., 1974, reported the following mean scores for 
Part 1 (combined Scale 1 and Scale 2): 

N X SD Sample Description 

304 13.6 7.9 DWI defendants, Fairfax 
.County, Va. 

200 13.9 7.2 DWI arrestees, New 
Orleans, La. 

205 14.5 7.3 DWI arrestees, San Antonio, 
'Texas 

The mean Part 1 scores in the current study were very 
similar to those reported earlier for DWI (Driving While Intoxi­
cated) drivers. Overall, as shown in Table 23, the mean for 
pedestrian victims was 14.6 and the mean for all controls was 
13.1. Also shown in Table 23 are the data for the Age/Sex Controls 
(mean 14.2) and the Site #1-3 Controls (mean 13.7). Here, the 
Age/Sex Controls were formed by picking that one control subject 
who was the same sex as the victim and was closest in age and 
returned a questionnaire (i.e., some of these subjects were not 
part of the original Age/Sex Group). The Site #1-3 group con­
sisted of those Site #1-3 subjects who returned a questionnaire. 
Comparisons were made between the mean score for the victim group 
and the mean score for each of the control groups. The results 
showed no significant difference between victims and the Age/Sex 
Controls (t = .80, N.S. with d.f. = 142). The comparison for 
victims versus Site #1-3 controls was barely significant (t = 
1.98, p<.05 d.f. = 219) and for victims versus all controls it 
was significant (t = 3.53, p<.001 d.f. = 418). However, it is 
felt that only the victim versus Age/Sex comparison is meaningful 
because of the biases reported earlier concerning the overall 
control questionnaire return rates. Thus, the only conclusion 

-77­




'Table 23. Distribution of Mortimer-Filkins Scores, 

Part 1 for Experimentals and Controls. 

Part 1 Score 

11 or 12- 16- 20- 24 or 
Group N less 15 19 23 more X SD t 

Experimental 49 39% 24% 10% 10% 16% 14.6 7.8 

Age/Sex Control 95 41% 17% 20%' 6% 16% 14.2 8.4 .80 

Site #1-3 172 45% 18% 14% 10% 13% 13.7 8.2 1.98 

All Site 
Controls 371 49% 16% 15% 9% 11% 13.1 8.1 3.53 



from these results is that the victim group does not differ sig­
nificantly from the Age/Sex controls along the dimensions covered 
by the Mortimer-Filkins score. 

Despite the above results, however, the present data do 
show that these scores are related to BAC. Table 24 shows the 
mean score for various BAC ranges for victims and all controls. 
As can be seen in the table, mean score doubles for both experi­
mentals and controls from the lowest to the highest BAC ranges. 
This pattern of results is somewhat surprising. On the one hand, 
BAC is related to crashes and more high BAC's are found in the 
experimental group. Further, Mortimer-Filkins score obviously 
correlates positively with BAC. But, while BAC differs between 
experimental and control groups, Mortimer-Filkins score apparently 
does not differ. 

Questionnaire data was also analyzed on an item by item 
basis. Several of the specific questions can be used to further 
describe the experimental and control samples. For the most part, 
these analyses were based on the victim versus Age/Sex Control 
comparisons. The Age/Sex group, because of the matching proce­
dure, is relatively free of the response biases arising from dif­
ferential return rates. For instance, the victim group was 60% 
male, the Age/Sex group was 64% male. More importantly, the Age/ 
Sex group was divided 54% under 30 years old, 22% 30-49 years 
and 24% 50 years or older. The victim group was divided 52%, 
19% and 29% across the same age categories, respectively. The 
complete set of victim versus .Age/Sex comparisons for all Part 1 
and Part 2 items is shown in Appendix G. The paragraphs below 
will simply present some of the more relevant results. 

Question #1 of the Mortimer-Filkins concerns marital 
status. The categories considered were married, never married 
and "other" where other consisted of separated, divorced, widowed 
and common law. For the victim group, 43% fell in this "other" 
category as compared with only 18% of the Age/Sex controls (X2 = 
11.13, p<.001 with 2 d.f.). Thus, it appears that the victims 
were more prone to marital problems. Question #6 concerned cur­
rent employment and the results showed a trend (not statistically 
significant) toward more unemployed among the victims. Question 
#7 concerned smoking and there was a trend (not statistically 
significant) toward more smokers among the victims. Concerning 
the alcohol related questions from Part 1, only Question #56 
"Would you say that 4-5 drinks affect your driving?" was of some 
interest. Here, 59% of the victims said "No" as compared with 
39% of the controls (Yates corrected X2 = 6.84, p<.01 with 1 d.f.). 

Question #3 of Part 2 concerned education level. For 
the victims, 18% had at least some college, 18% graduated from 
High School (only) and 63% had less than a High School diploma. 
For Age/Sex controls, the comparable figures were 38% at least 
some college, 32% High School and 30% less than High School. 
These two distributions were significantly different (X2 = 14.25, 
p<.001 with 2 d.f.) and these results clearly show that the victim 



Table 24. Mortimer-Filkins Part 1 Scores by BAC 

for Experimentals and Controls. 

All Site

Experimental Controls


X


Refused, Missing 11 18.3 N.A.


.000 - .049% 21 9.1 338 12.4


.05 - .199% 6 16.8 27 19.0


.20 + % 14 18.0 5 26.6


*includes 3 experimentals for whom control sampling was not done. 



group had less formal education. This education difference was 
reflected in certain trends arising in items having to do with 
income and employment. Surprisingly, the alcohol related questions 
showed little differentiation between the victim and Age/Sex group. 

In summary, it is apparent that Mortimer-Filkins score 
(Part 1) is related to BAC at time of crash for the victims and 
at time of control sampling for controls. However, it is unlikely 
that this "score" differs in any major respects between the vic­
tims and the controls. Concerning individual items, it appears 
that the victims have experienced more marital problems and have 
less formal education than the Age/Sex controls. Items related 
to alcohol and alcohol consumption showed little discriminatory 
power between the victim and Age/Sex control groups. 

E. Accident Analysis 

Previous sections of this report have described the crashes, 
the victims and the controls and have presented experimental-
control comparisons. This section takes a more analytical look 
at the crashes themselves, the causative elements in these crashes 
and the relationships between descriptive parameters. The first 
set of results presented are for crash behaviors as identified 
through predisposing factors, primary precipitating factors and 
accident type. This is followed by a crash location analysis and 
a descriptive model. The purpose of the descriptive model is to 
discriminate the alcohol involved crashes from the non-alcohol 
crashes. 

1. Behavioral Analysi§ 

Predisposing Factors 

Each crash studied as part of this project was reviewed 
by two staff members and together they arrived at a judgement 
concerning the predisposing factors (if any) for the crash, pre­
cipitating factors and accident type. Judgements were made after 
reviewing all available case information including information 
related to the pedestrian's BAC. The first set of data reported 
here concerns predisposing factors determined by the project staff. 
A predisposing factor can be thought of as a situational, environ­
mental or personal factor which made crash occurrence more likely. 
The specific factors which could have been coded for a given crash 
were shown earlier in Table 4. Analysis of factors was largely 
concerned with the broad factor categories of pedestrian related 
factors, driver factors, vehicle factors and factors related to 
weather, the environment (e.g., parked cars) and exposure (e.g., 
high speed roadways). Also, these analyses were concerned with 
distinguishing the alcohol from the non-alcohol crashes. Thus, 
cases for which BAC was "Refused" or "Missing" are not considered 
here although they were examined. It should also be noted that in 
11 cases for which BAC was known, there was not sufficient informa­
tion about the crash to adequately assess predisposing factors, 
precipitating factors or accident type. 
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There were 212 crashes for which BAC was known and 
for which there was sufficient information to judge predis­
posing factors. Zero, one, two or three factors could have been 
coded for any given crash. The total number of factors coded 
for these 212 crashes was 222. Table 25 shows the distribution 
of factors by pedestrian BAC. These results suggest that there 
are differences between those crashes where the pedestrian had 
been drinking versus those crashes where the pedestrian had not 
been drinking. First, from line 1 of the Table, it can be seen, 
that 18% of the non-alcohol involved crashes involved the pedes­
trian factor of old age as compared with only 5% of the BAC .10% 
or above crashes. Line 2 of the Table shows the results for the 
factor "pedestrian' alcohol." This factor was coded for 88% of 
the .10% and above cases. In other words, for 88% of these crashes, 
it was judged that the impairment due to alcohol made crash occur­
rence more likely, whereas in the remaining 12% of these crashes, 
the alcohol level of the pedestrian was not judged as predisposing. 
Typically, alcohol was not judged as predisposing, despite the 
fact.that the pedestrian was at .10% or more, in cases where the 
pedestrian had no control over the crash. The vehicle, for in­
stance, may have left the road and hit the pedestrian on the side­
walk. 

In general, few factors were coded related to the driver, 
the vehicle or the weather. Environmental factors were coded 
somewhat more often, but there was little difference between the 
.00% BAC cases and the positive BAC cases. Exposure factors were 
coded for 16% of the .00% BAC cases and only 1% of the .10%-or 
more cases. Exposure refers to inherently dangerous locations 
such as high speed roadways, confusing or high traffic density 
situations, etc. One way of interpreting these results is that 
exposure factors can cause accidents with or without pedestrian 
impairment. 

Precipitating Factors 

A precipitating factor can be thought of as a failure 
in the function-event sequence on the part of the driver or the 
pedestrian. For the most part, these are driver or pedestrian 
behavioral errors. The function-event sequence for both drivers 
and pedestrians can be thought of as follows:. 

Course - location 
- negotiation 

Search (looking for ped; looking for vehicles) 

Detection (seeing ped; seeing vehicle) 

Evaluation (of threat situation) 

Action (performing required evasive maneuver) 
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Table 25. Distribution of Predisposing Factors 

by Pedestrian BAC. 

Pedestrian BAC 

Number of Cases 

.000% 

N=109 % 

.001-

.099% 
N=22 8 

.10% 

N=81 

Pedestrian Factors 

Old Age 

Alcohol 

Other 

20 

0 

7 

18%* 

0% 

6% 

2 

3 

1 

9% 

14% 

5% 

4 

71 

11

5% 

88% 

14% 

Driver Factors 7 6% 1 5% 8 10% 

Vehicle Factors 4 4% 0 0% 9 11% 

Weather 7 6% 2 9% 8 10% 

Environment 16 15% 6 27% 10 12% 

Exposure 17 16% 5 23% 1 1% 

Other Factors 0 0% 1 5% 1 1% 

Total Factors Identified 78 21 123 

*Entry is % of cases at given BAC, e.g., 18% of the 109 cases at .00% BAC had pedestrian old 
age judged as a predisposing factor in the crash. Up to 3 factors could be cited for an 
individual case. 
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Specific function-event failures or errors could have been coded 
within each of the above general categories for both drivers and 
pedestrians. These specific codes were shown earlier in Table 3 
up to three specific factors could have been coded for each of 
the 212 crashes. The first factor coded was judged to be the 
most important or most critical error in the crash, the second 
factor second, etc. 

A total of 485 factors were coded across the 212 crashes. 
Of these, 205 were "first" factors. Table 26 shows the distribu­
tion of these factors as a function of pedestrian BAC. The first 
three columns show the distribution of "first" factors and the 
second three columns shows the distribution for all factors. The 
most frequently cited factor grouping was Pedestrian Course ­
Negotiation which includes such things as "running" and "short 
time exposure." The second most frequently cited category was 
Pedestrian Search followed by Pedestrian Course - Location (covers 
"unexpected," "unusual," "poor" and "high exposure" locations). 
Driver factors (Driver Course, Driver Search, etc.) were listed 
as a first factor for 20% of the cases. 

These data for precipitating factors provide two indica­
tions that there may be behavioral differences between the alcohol 
and non-alcohol crashes. ;_ 'first, driver errors or factors were 
more likely to be cited for crashes involving pedestrians at .000% 
BAC than for crashes involving pedestrians who had been drinking 
(X2 = 9.97, p<,.Ol with .1 d., r, for the two by two table driver fac­
tor first yes, no vs. pedestrian had been drinking yes, no). This 
difference occurs both with respect to the first factor arid with 
respect to all factors combined. It im lies that pedestrian errors 
are more prevalent and more important in those crashes where the 
pedestrian had been drinking. 

The second indication that there may be behavioral dif­
ferences between the alcohol and non-alcohol involved crashes comes 
in the category Pedestrian Course - Location. This is a hybrid, 
category not specifically identified by Snyder and Knoblauch (1971) 
in their original development of this model. It was separated 
from the overall Pedestrian Course category because the prelim­
inary analysis of these data suggested that "location" errors 
might discriminate alcohol from non-alcohol crashes. The specific 
codes or errors included in this category were: 

13.­ Unexpected, unusual location - cited three times 
as a first factor, 10 times overall 

14.­ Poor location (laying in road, sitting on curb, 
etc.) - cited nine times as a first factor, 13 
times overall 

15.­ High exposure location - cited 10 times as a 
first. factor, 12 times overall 

.
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Table 26. Distribution of Precipitating 

Factors by Pedestrian BAC. 

First Factor All Factors 

Ped SAC ..000% .001- .10% .000% .001- .10% 
.099% + .099% + 

Number of Cases 109 22 81 109 22 81 

Ped Course - Location 4%* 18% 17% 9% 23% 25% 

Ped Course - Negotiation 48% 41% 40% 79% 73% 70% 

Ped Search 13% 14% 14% 32% 23% 26% 

Pad Detection 2% 5% 1% 9% 14% 4% 

Ped Evaluation 1% 5% 6% 5% 18% 10% 

Pad Action 2% 0% 0% 3% 0% 0% 

Ped Factor (Not Specified) 2% 0% 5% 25% 18% 31% 

All Driver Factors 29% 18% 10% 75% 68% 51% 

No First Factor 0% 0% 7% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 237% 237% 217% 

*Entry is percent of cases with that factor, e.g., 4% of the 109 cases in which 
pedestrian BAC was .000% had Ped Course - Location coded as a first factor. 
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The remaining Pedestrian Course errors (see Table 3) all deal 
with how the pedestrian crossed the street, not where. Pedestrian 
Course - Location was coded as a first factor for only 4% of the 
crashes where the pedestrian's BAC was .000% and 17% of the crashes 
where the pedestrian was .10% or higher (X2 = 10.85, p<.001 with 
1 d.f.). As a first, second or third factor, it was coded for 9% 
of the .000% crashes and 25% of the .10% or higher crashes. These 
results, despite the post hoc nature of the analysis, imply that 
location of crossing or location in the road (e.g., sleeping at 
the curb) is more relevant to the alcohol than the non-alcohol 
crashes. 

Thus, the results for precipitating factors show that 
pedestrian errors predominate over driver errors, particularly in 
the alcohol involved crashes. Pedestrian Course - Location errors 
account for much of this difference. However, little difference 
can be seen with respect to any other type or category of error. 
In fact, the alcohol and non-alcohol distributions are more strik­
ing in their similarities than in their differences. This is true 
despite the fact that "had been drinking" pedestrians are over­
represented in the crash population. This overrepresentation may 
be coming from more errors or the same number of errors each com­
mitted to a greater degree but is probably not coming from dif­
ferent errors. In other words, the findings from Pedestrian Course ­
Location alone do not explain the magnitude of alcohol overrepre­
sentation in the crash population reported earlier. 

Accident Type 

Predisposing and Precipitating factors can be thought of 
as specific descriptors of the crash causation mechanism. Another, 
more global, technique for describing what happened in the crash 
is accident type. The specific accident types and their defini­
tions were presented earlier in Table 2. Each crash was typed 
or classified according to accident type at two different times 
during the analysis process. First, it was classified using the 
police accident report alone as part of the larger set of all New 
Orleans crashes. Data using this procedure were presented earlier 
when describing the study sample as a subset of all crashes. Second, 
the crash was classified by two staff members working together and 
arriving at a single decision using all available information con­
cerning the crash. Data using this procedure will be presented 
below. In general, there was substantial agreement between the 
two procedures, though the second procedure is based on more infor­
mation and a more thorough review. 

Table 27 shows the distribution of accident types by 
BAC. This table clearly shows that accident type does vary as a 
function of pedestrian BAC. The first grouping of accident types 
is for the Darts and Dashes. These crashes are characterized by 
the sudden appearance of the pedestrian in the roadway. The 
results showed that 44% of the crashes in which the pedestrian 
had a BAC of .000% were of these types and 46% of the .10% and 
higher crashes were also of these types. The next grouping is for 
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Table 27. Accident Type (Group Judgement) 

by Pedestrian BAC.* 

Pedestrian BAC 

.000% .001­ .10% 
.099% 

Accident Type N=109 % N=22 N-81 

Darts and Dashes 

Dart-out First 15 14% 3 14% 6 7% 
Dart-out Second 6 6% 1 4% 8 10% 
Midblock Dash 3 3% 1 4% 1 1% 
Intersection Dash 24 22% 2 9% 22 27% (13f.) 

(Total) (48) (44%) (7) (32%) (37) (46%) 

Specific Situations 

Vehicle Turn/Merge 2 2% 1 4% -- --
Turning Vehicle 6 6% -- -- 2 2% 
Multiple Threat 11 10% -- -- 1 1% 
Backing 4 48 -- -- 1 18 
Vendor -- -- -- -- --
Trapped 2 2% 2 9% -- --
Disabled Vehicle 1 1% 2 9% 1 1% 
Bus Stop 5 5% 1 ; 4% -- --
Auto-Auto 5 5) -- -- 1 1% 
Ped Not In Road 5 5% 1 4% 1 1% 
Other (Specific 11 10% 6 27% 13 168 6t.A 

Situation) 

(Total) (52) (48%) (13) (59%) (20) (25%) 

Other Crashes 

Ped Strikes Vehicle 2 2% -- -- 11 14% 
Weird -- -- -- -- 3 4% 
Not Classifiable 7 6% 2 9% 10 112% 11.G 2 

(Total) (9) (8%) (2) (9%) (24) (30%) 

*Based on all available information on each case. 
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specific situations. These crashes generally have well defined 
situational characteristics which contribute to crash occurrence. 
The results showed that 48% of the .000% BAC crashes versus only 
25% of the .10% or higher crashes were of these types. The last 
grouping is for "other" crashes which includes accidents which 
were judged as not classifiable. Here, 8% of the .000% crashes 
were of these types as compared with 30% of the .10% or higher 
crashes. The results were compared for pedestrian BAC, .000% 
versus .10% or higher, across the three accident type groupings. 
This comparison showed that the differences discussed above were 
statistically significant (X2 = 18.74, p<.001 with 2 d.f.). 

Several hypotheses could be offered as to why sober 
pedestrians are more involved in the specific situation crashes 
and the .10% or higher pedestrians are more often involved in 
"other," "weird" and "not classifiable." Part of the explanation 
probably lies in the fact that the pedestrian is typically at a 
disadvantage in these specific situations. Sometimes, as in 
Vehicle Turn/Merge, Turning Vehicle, Bus Stop and Multiple Threat 
crashes, the disadvantage arises from the fact that the situation 
is inherently complicated and inherently dangerous. Anyone, drunk 
or sober, can make a mistake in these high threat situations and 
become involved in a crash. In other words, the pedestrian need 
not be impaired. Other specific situations place the pedestrian 
at a disadvantage by not giving the pedestrian a chance to react 
(e.g., Auto-Auto). and/or by providing a very unexpected threat 
(e.g., Backing). Again, the pedestrian need not be impaired to 
become crash involved.. In the "Other Crashes" category, the 
pedestrian is not necessarily at a disadvantage. Drivers, for 
instance, are at a disadvantage in "Pedestrian Strikes Vehicle" 
crashes since here the pedestrian has literally walked into the 
vehicle and the driver typically has little opportunity to avoid 
the crash. 

It should also be noted that as part of the accident 
analysis process, a judgement was made as to who was "culpable" 
for the accident. Culpability, as discussed earlier, was defined 
as the commission of a behavioral error the elimination of which 
would likely have resulted in crash avoidance. Judged culpabil­
ity was assigned to the pedestrian, the driver, both or (in rare 
cases) to neither. The results indicated that drivers were more 
often judged as culpable when the pedestrian had not been drink­
ing as compared with when the pedestrian had a BAC of .10% or ' 
higher (23% driver culpable versus 7%). Conversely, the pedes­
trian was less often judged as culpable when he/she had not been 
drinking than when he/she had a BAC of .10% or higher (61% pedes­
trian culpable versus 72%). While these results are potentially 
interesting, it should be noted that the culpability judgements 
were.made with knowledge of the pedestrian's BAC. 

2. Crash Locations 

Several analyses were conducted attempting to identify 
where, throughout New Orleans, the alcohol and non-alcohol crashes 
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were occurring. Pin maps were constructed covering each of the 
following situations: 

Random sampling sites 

Sites of all crashes 

Sites of all fatal crashes 

Sites where pedestrian BAC was: 

.000% 

.001% or higher 

.100 - .199% 

.200% or higher 

The results from these analyses did not provide any 
clear indications that the alcohol crashes were restricted to any 
one area of the city such as the French Quarter, or the docks. 
The only finding was that the Random sites were spread across the 
city to a greater extent than the crash sites. As expected, 
crashes were more prevalent in the downtown area and along the 
major commercial arteries. This was true both for the alcohol 
and non-alcohol involved events. 

3. Descriptive Model 

Data throughout this report has been presented in a 
bivariate format. Variables such as age, sex, race, accident 
type, etc., have been compared individually to, for the most part, 
pedestrian BAC. The analyses described in this section were per­
formed to integrate the many bivariate findings into joint state­
ments. The dependent variable was pedestrian BAC categorized as 
.000%, .001-.099% and .100% or higher. The independent or predictor 
variables were groups of the many variables shown earlier in this 
report. as bivariates against pedestrian BAC. The crashes entering 
these analyses were those crashes for which pedestrian BAC was 
known and in which the pedestrian was 18 years of age or older. 
Pedestrians under 18 were excluded since few had been drinking 
prior to their crash and their inclusion could have unnecessarily 
obscured the results. In all, 211 cases entered the analyses 
divided as follows: 

.000% BAC N = 102 48.3% 

.001-.099% BAC N = 22 10.4% 

.10% + BAC N = 87 41.2% 

The technique utilized was the THAID interaction detec­

tor program followed by Multi-Nominal Analysis referred to as MNA.

THAID and MNA were both available through the OSIRIS software


-89­




package.* A description of the THAID program may be found in 
Morgan and Messenger (1973) and a description of the MNA program 
may be found in Andrews and Messenger (1973). The THAID program 
attempts to predict the dependent variable by successively group­
ing cases as a function of the most predictive independent var­
iable, second most, etc., where each succeeding step is dependent 
upon previous steps. The primary purpose for using THAID here 
was to determine if any subgroup of predictors interacted such 
that the interaction had predictive ability beyond the additive 
components of the subgroup itself. Finding interactions is 
necessary prior to running MNA since interactions must be specified 
in advance for the program to make use of them. MNA is the logical 
equivalent of discriminant function analysis where the predictor 
variables may be drawn from interval, ordinal and/or nominal scales. 
It provides prediction equations similar in concept to discrimin­
ant functions. The programs, as modified for this study, output 
case by case predictions (i.e., in which BAC group does an individual 
case most probably belong), an estimate of the amount of variance 
accounted for by each predictor variable, an estimate of the total 
amount of variance accounted for by the full set of predictor var­
iables and the percentage of the total number of cases correctly 
classified. 

Several runs of the THAID program were required to sort 
through the many variables for which sufficient data were avail­
able to support these analyses. In general, the variables screened 
by the THAID program were from the Police Accident Report (e.g., 
pedestrian age and sex, road type, locale, traffic control, wea­
ther, condition of pedestrian, lighting and accident type as de­
termined from the police report alone) and from the assigned judge­
mental codes (e.g., primary precipitating factors, predisposing 
factors and accident type as determined from the entire case file). 
The THAID results indicated those variables which were related to 
BAC, those that while related were redundant or highly correlated 
with other variables (e.g., time of day and "lighting" both of 
which separate day versus night) and suggested two possible BAC 
related interactions. 

The first interaction involved pedestrian sex, age and 
race. For males, the greatest discrimination of BAC was achieved 
by separating the young and the middle aged (18-59 years) from the 
old (60 years and older) where the young and middle aged group 
was most likely to have been drinking. For females, the greatest 
discrimination was not by age but by race, where white females 
were less likely to have been drinking than other races. The 
second interaction involved intersection (yes, no), locale (resi­
dential, commercial, etc.) and traffic control. Intersection 
crashes were best discriminated in terms of BAC by the variable 
traffic control while non-intersection crashes were best discrim­
inated by locale. Neither of these interactions were particularly 
powerful and neither were of the cross-over interaction type. 

*Survey Research Center, University of Michigan. OSIRIS III. Ann 
Arbor, 1973. 
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Several different analyses were conducted using the MNA 
program with different sets of predictor variables. Variables 
shown not to be related and redundant variables were not included. 
The more interesting MNA results are shown in Table 28. The first 
set of results examine only the age, sex and race of the pedes­
trian in what is referred to as a demographic model. The results 
showed that pedestrian age was the strongest predictor (8.5% of 
the variance across the .000%, .001-.099% and .100% or higher BAC 
categories) followed by sex (6.7%) followed by race (0.9%). To­
gether, these three variables accounted for 14.9% of the variance. 
They correctly classified 58.8% of the cases as compared with the 
48.3% correct classification which could have been achieved by 
simply assigning every case to the .000% BAC category. Demographic 
variables related to the driver were not included in this analysis 
since the THAID analyses showed that driver age and driver sex 
were not related to any meaningful extent to pedestrian BAC. 

The second set of results are for an MNA run which ex­
amined situational variables related to when and where the crash 
occurred. The results showed that "lighting" which is really a 
day-dusk-night, etc., variable was most predictive of BAC (13.5% 
of variance) followed by day of week (7.8%) and the location inter­
action discussed above (6.4%). The other variables in this an­
alysis were traffic control (3.9%), locale (2.9%) and intersection 
(0.6%). The total model accounted for 27.0% of the variance and 
correctly classified 68.2% of the cases. 

The third set of results examined the two judgemental 
codes which THAID had shown to be most related to BAC. These were 
first primary precipitating factor which accounted for 15.4% of 
the variance and accident type (as determined from all information) 
which accounted for 10.5% of the variance. This total model 
accounted for 22.0% of the variance and correctly classified 65.4% 
of the cases. 

The fourth set of results shown in Table 28 cover all of 
the important variables which were derived from the police acci­
dent report. In other words, this model represents the prediction 
which would be possible if only the police accident report were 
available. The most predictive variable in this model was the 
"pedestrian condition" checkbox on the police accident report 
shown in the table as "Police estimate, ped drinking." This 
accounted for 22.3% of the variance and provided correct classi­
fication for 65.4% of the cases. The second most predictive 
variable was lighting (13.5%) followed by pedestrian age (8.5%). 
Together, the nine variables entering the model accounted for 
47.0% of the variance and permitted correct classification of 78.2% 
of the cases. 

Each of the above models may be used as a means of sum­
marizing and quantifying the many bivariate results presented in 
earlier sections of this report. Pedestrian age, for instance, 
was found to be "significantly" related to pedestrian BAC at the 
time of the crash. These results help to quantify these "signifi­



Table 28. Results from Multi-Nominal Analysis 

(MNA) Predicting Pedestrian BAC. 

Estimated 8 
Variance % of Cases 
Accounted Correctly 

redictor Variables For Classified*** 

Pedestrian Age
 8.5% 58.3% 
Pedestrian Sex
 6.7% 56.9% 
Pedestrian Race
 0.9% 48.3% 

Total Demographic Model 14.9% 58.8% 

Day of Week
 7.8% 56.9% 
Intersection (Yes - No)
 0.6% 48.3% 
Lighting (day - night)
 13.5% 64.0% 
Traffic Control
 3.9% 52.1% 
Locale (bus. - resid.)
 2.9% 49.9% 
Location Interaction


(see text) 6.4%* 57.4% 

Total Situational Mode 27.0% 68.2% 

First Primary Precipitating

Factor
 15.4% 62.6% 

Accident Type (group code

using all information)
 10.5% 57.4% 

fTotal Judgemental Code Model 22.0% 65'.4% 

Pedestrian Age
 8.5% 58.3% 
Pedestrian Race
 0.9% 48.3% 
Sex with Age/Sex/Race


Interaction 10.48** 59.7% 
Police estimate, ped drinking 22.3% 65.4% 
Day of Week 7.8% 56.9% 
Lighting (day - night) 13.5% 64.0% 
Traffic Control 3.9% 52.1% 
Location Interaction 6.4%* 57.4% 
Accident Type (from police 

report only) 7.9% 55.4% 

Total Police Report Model 47.0% 78.2% 

*includes the effect of "intersection" (.6%) and the specified 
interaction (5.8%). 

**includes both the effect of "sex" (6.7%) and the specified 
interaction (3.7%). 

***N.B. by chance alone, 48.3% of the cases could be correctly 
classified simply by always guessing the largest single cate­
gory, i.e., .000% BAC. Thus, data must be interpreted as 
deviations from 48.3%. 

-92­




cant" relationships and suggest how the various crash parameters 
interact in their relation to pedestrian BAC. It is felt that the 
most important model is the one based on the police report alone. 
This model can be used without any of the other information col­
lected as part of this project, and the predictive power of the 
model is relatively good. The complete police model with the 
actual prediction equations may be seen in Appendix H. 

The Police Accident Report Model, because of its po­
tential future utility, was subjected to validation with additional 
data. The additional data came from a continuation of the data 
collection effort beyond the original project year. Data for fa­
tal crashes were provided by the Coroner on a continuing basis 
and Charity Hospital continued to sample injured pedestrians. 
Interviewing, control sampling and arrest data collection were 
discontinued at the close of the project year. Thus, the avail­
able data for these additional crashes included the pedestrian 
BAC, and of course, the police accident report. The total num­
ber of crashes covered in this continuation was 122. The time 
period covered was approximately the next 15 months following 
the study year. In other words, the continuation of data collec­
tion provided an additional 122 cases beyond the cases utilized 
to develop the Police Model. These cases, each with known BAC, 
were used to validate the model. The prediction equations shown 
in Appendix H were applied to these new data. The result:; showed 
that 63.1% of the cases were correctly classified. While this is 
lower than the 78.2% of the cases correctly classified using the 
original data, it still suggests that the Model is a valid pre­
dictor of pedestrian BAC. 



IV. DISCUSSION 

The previous sections of this report have presented the 
objectives, method and quantitative results of this study in 
considerable detail. This section will discuss the study and 
its implications for countermeasures and future research efforts. 

A. Approach 

The background review of the literature performed at the 
outset of this study and reported elsewhere (see Zylman, Blomberg 
and Preusser, 1974) clearly identified an absence of informa­
tion on the frequency of alcohol in non-fatally injured pedes­
trians. The present study appears to fill that void. Likewise, 
the study has produced an apparently clear picture of the over-
representation of alcohol in fatal and non-fatal pedestrian 
crashes. This picture is particularly complete and useful be­
cause it is based on three different control groups. 

The definition of the effects of alcohol on .pedestrian 
behavioral errors.leading to accidents was not accomplished with 
the same precision as the specification of alcohol's frequency 
and overrepresentation. It is believed that this was due to 
three main factors. First, the sample size of in-depth inter­
views with pedestrians, witnesses and drivers was small. The 
interviewing procedure was part of the modified study design and 
was therefore only attempted for nine of•the 13 months of sam­
pling. In addition, it was extremely di-fficult to locate sub­
jects. Some of the names and addresses provided to the police 
and hospital personnel proved to be false and some were incom­
plete. 

A second reason for an incomplete behavioral picture of 
the alcohol involved pedestrian accident concerns the very nature 
of the event. It tends to be a late night phenomenon involving 
a highly intoxicated, solitary pedestrian. In at least 11 per­
cent of the cases, the pedestrian is struck by a driver who 
leaves the scene (hit and run). In most cases, no witnesses 
were present. These factors all lead to an absence of informa­
tion concerning the crash. Without some narrative description 
of driver and pedestrian pre-crash actions, it is not possible 
to infer behavioral errors. 

The third problem which hindered the complete identifica­
tion of the behavioral effects of alcohol'concerned the accident 
generation model and typology adopted for this study. This model 
and typology were originated by Synder and Knoblauch (1971) and 
later refined by Knoblauch (1975). They are based on all urban 
pedestrian crashes which include approximately a 40 percent repre­
sentation of child victims under the age of 14. This group was 
not sampled during this study and is not considered to be within 
the population at risk for an alcohol involved pedestrian acci­
dent. The typology also included cases for which there was 
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inadequate information to determine a type. It would appear 
that many of these cases could have been alcohol involved and 
therefore the main focus of the current study. 

It must also be noted that the causal model proposed by 
Snyder and Knoblauch (1971) as the basis for their typology 
assumes some degree of rationality and lucidity on the part of 
the pedestrian and/or some purposefulness to hi-s behavior. 
This assumption does not appear to be valid for the pedestrian 
at extremely high BACs who may have no conception of his loca­
tion, destination, or in fact, that he is making a street entry. 
Hence, the high BAC pedestrian may never consciously enter the 
"Crash Avoidence Sequence" postulated by Synder and Knoblauch 
(1971) and discussed in Chapter II of this report. 

The model itself may still be valid for the driver and the 
environment or situation. Even if the pedestrian is assumed to 
have totally failed in his performance of the crash avoidance 
functions, the driver can still prevent an accident by success­
fully completing all of his functions. Also, by reducing or 
eliminating factors which predispose driver failures, an acci­
dent reduction can be expected. This suggests that counter­
measure efforts might profitably focus on driver precipitating 
factors and crash predisposing factors as well as on the errors 
committed by the high BAC pedestrian. 

Overall, it has been concluded that this study achieved 
its purpose of improving available knowledge on the role of 
alcohol in pedestrian crashes. The methods adopted appear to 
have been the most appropriate for achieving the study objectives. 
The results are compelling with respect to the frequency and 
overrepresentation of alcohol and highly suggestive regarding 
the behavioral effects of alcohol and potential countermeasure 
approaches. Additional research and development needs to supple­
ment this study are clearly suggested and will be discussed below. 

B. Methods and Results 

The methods and procedures employed by this study are note­
worthy not only because they accomplished most of the study's 
objectives, but also because many of them were novel, and to 
some degree, extensions of the state-of-the-art. It is also 
essential to understand the power and the limitations of the 
study design when interpreting its results. 

1. The Site 

New Orleans was selected as the sampling site for this 
effort for a variety of reasons relating to data quality and 
accessibility and degree of cooperation. Within the limitations 
of the sample as described in Chapter III, Section A, the study 
appears to have produced a valid representation of the role of 
alcohol in pedestrian crashes which involved a victim 14 years 
of age or older ("adult") in New Orleans. However, the maximum 
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utility of this study will only be realizable if its results can 
be generalized beyond the City of New Orleans. 

It is never possible to prove conclusively that one 
city is representative of the entire U.S., or even the urban 
U.S. Therefore, it is not possible to conclude that this study's 
results are generalizable. However, if New Orleans is not 
grossly atypical of the urban U.S'. on the salient variables 
related to this study, one can project the results nationwide 
with a minimum likelihood of major error. 

Within the context of this effort, it was possible to 
compare New Orleans with other urban areas in terms of census 
data, liquor case sales, the distribution of pedestrian accident 
types and the incidence of alcohol in fatally injured pedestrian 
victims. None of these comparisons showed New Orleans to be 
unusual to any significant degree. The New Orleans population 
is similar to that in other southern U.S. cities. Moreover, 
the study showed that age and sex were the only major demographic 
variables related to alcohol incidence. Race, the item most 
likely to vary from city to city, was not significantly related 
to the BAC of accident victims. 

Per capita liquor sales for New Orleans were not atyp­
ical for cities of its size despite the popular image of New 
Orleans as a "drinking town." Further, an unusually high rate 
of alcohol consumption would only influence the findings of this 
study with respect to the frequency of alcohol in pedestrian 
victims and/or their BAC levels. Measures of overrepresentation 
and the behavioral role of alcohol would not necessarily be 
disturbed because both the control groups and the victim 
would be equally influenced. 

The fact that the pedestrian alcohol situation in New 
Orleans is not atypical is also indicated by the comparability 
of the distribution of BACs for fatalities to those reported by 
other post-mortem studies (see Zylman, Blomberg and Preusser, 
1974 for a detailed discussion of these studies). If New Orleans 
were a "drinking town," one would anticipate finding an unusually 
high incidence of alcohol in fatal accident victims. 

Finally, New Orleans could have been atypical with re­
spect to the types of pedestrian accidents which are occurring 
or on the basis of an overrepresentation of tourists in the 
accident-involved population. Neither of these factors material­
ized. Table 5 presented earlier clearly illustrates that the 
distribution of accident types in New Orleans is not markedly 
different from that found in other urban U.S. areas which have 
been studied. Tourists were clearly not a 'major factor in the 
accidents studied as 94 percent of the victims and 84 percent 
of the drivers who struck them were from New Orleans or its sub­
urbs. 



In light of the foregoing considerations, it is be­
lieved that New Orleans was a suitable site for this study. 
Further, there do not appear to be any major problems with the 
extension of the findings of this study to other urban areas 
in the United States. 

2. Experimental Subjects 

Analyses presented in Chapter III compared the pedes­
trian accident victims sampled by this study to all pedestrian 
victims in New Orleans. In general, no differences capable of 
introducing a strong bias into the results were uncovered. Even 
the tendency of the sampled victims to have been more seriously 
injured than those not sampled does not present a major problem. 
The study clearly showed that the distribution of BACs for fatals 
and non-fatally injured victims was not significantly different. 
This tends to indicate that the sample was drawn from a continuum 
of injury severities and blood alcohol concentrations. 

The comparability of the fatal and injury samples is, 
itself, an interesting peripheral finding of this study. Based 
on previous research on alcohol involvement among drivers in 
accidents, one would have anticipated a difference between 
fatalities and non-fatal injury victims. The fact that this 
difference did not materialize suggests one way in which the 
pedestrian alcohol problem differs from the driver alcohol 
situation. 

Another apparent difference between the pedestrian 
and driver situation can bd found in the BACs themselves. Pedes­
trian victims appear to display somewhat higher BACs than drivers 
involved in accidents. Moreover, even though the risk curves 
for pedestrians, as shown in Figure 7, are strikingly similar 
to those for drivers produced by Borkenstein, et al. (1964), 
they appear to be displaced to the right. That is, the risk of 
an accident for a pedestrian does not begin upward until a 
higher BAC level is achieved. This is not surprising when the 
relative complexity of the driving versus walking tasks is con­
sidered. It should be expected that an individual could nego­
tiate successfully as a.pedestrian while at a level of impair­
ment due to alcohol which would make driving extremely hazardous. 

The alcohol involved pedestrian victims are, themselves, 
an extraordinary group whose detailed description was a major 
result of this study. In particular, there are indications that 
the people involved in the alcohol crashes are not the same 
people as in the non-alcohol crashes or in the control groups. 
The first finding was that the alcohol events more often involve 
middle aged males. Further, the alcohol events more often in­
volved pedestrians with one or more prior arrests. However, the 
most important single result rests in the BAC data. Simply, 
the median BAC among those who had been drinking was approximately 
.20%. This clearly implies that many of the alcohol involved 
pedestrian victims are experienced users of alcohol, since BAC 
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levels above .20% are rarely achieved by occasional drinkers. 

A closer examination of the BAC distributions suggests 
that many of these people can only be described as truly extra­
ordinary drinkers. One individual had a BAC of .55% and another 
had a BAC of .53%. Four other individuals had BACs ranging 
from .35% to .399%, 12 others were in the range from .30% to 
.349% and 15 others were in the range from .25% to .299%. Over­
all, approximately 50% of those who had been drinking were at 
or above .20% BAC and 30% were at or above .25% BAC. By any 
measure, these are extraordinary alcohol levels which could not 
be readily achieved by someone unfamiliar with drinking. Such 
levels are likely indicative of personal, emotional or physical 
difficulties which probably existed for months. or years prior 
to the crash. The pre-identification and treatment of these 
individuals may provide a basis for developing countermeasures 
against these crashes as well as helping these, individuals avoid 
other personal difficulties. 

The descriptive statistical model presented in Chapter 
III and Appendix H is indicative of the relatively homogeneous 
nature of the alcohol involved pedestrian crash with respect to 
information on a police accident report. In particular, this 
model appears to point to the relationship between pedestrian 
alcohol crashes and the excessive use of alcohol. The variables 
within the model which account for significant proportions of 
the variance tend to be those generally associated with a high 
probability of excessive drinking. Middle-aged males in the late 
night hours, particularly on weekends, have been shown by numer­
ous studies to display an overrepresentation of abusive drinking 
(c.f., Cahalan, Cisin and Crossley, 1969). Since these same indivi­
duals and situations appear with extraordinarily high frequency 
in the alcohol involved accidents, it would seem safe to conclude 
that increased risk of involvement in a pedestrian accident is 
another of the manifestations of aberrant drinking behavior. 

3. Control Subjects 

This study was innovative in that it employed three 
separate control groups in order to develop the broadest possible 
picture of any overrepresentation of alcohol in pedestrian acci­
dents which might be uncovered. It was reasoned that a pure 
measure of the absolute overrepresentation of alcohol was needed 
and could be calculated from arandomly sampled control group. 
The Random Control group utilized in this effort successfully 
provided this measure. The procedures utilized to assemble the 
Random group were novel and yielded control subjects who were 
apparently drawn from a truly random sample of street locations. 
It is unfortunate that time and resources only permitted sam­
pling at 112 locations which yielded a total of 80 subjects. 
This limited the sensitivity of comparisons with respect to the 
Random group and did not permit its analysis by relevant sub­
groups, e.g., by sex. 
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The Age/Sex and Site Matched control groups were assem­
bled to provide varying degrees of control over variables postu­
lated to be related to drinking behavior. A priori, it was 
assumed that drinking behavior would be related fairly strongly 
to age and sex, and to some degree to location. This postulate 
was clearly upheld by the study findings which showed the most 
alcohol in the Age/Sex group and the least alcohol in the Random 
group with the Site Matched group in between. The descriptive 
model results further emphasize the role of age and sex in high 
BAC pedestrian accidents. The positive correlation between victim 
and control BACs points to a role of specific location in the 
determination of degree of alcohol involvement. Hence, the de­
cision to utilize multiple control groups appears to have been 
wise and a major factor in the strength of this study's findings. 

The extremely low rate of refusals (18%) across all 
control groups and the comparison of the characteristics of sub­
jects accepting and refusing to participate in the study leave 
little chance for major biases as the result of the sample selec­
tion process. Therefore, it has been concluded that the various 
control groups are adequate representations of the populations 
they were designed to emulate and form sound bases for compari­
sons with the accident victims. 

C. Potential Countermeasure Areas 

The results of this study did not immediately suggest counter­
measures which could be mounted to produce a rapid reduction in 
pedestrian crashes related to alcohol consumption. However, by 
utilizing the collected data as input to a creative counter­
measure enumeration process, ten promising approaches were iden­
tified. The process itself and the individuals who participated 
in it are fully described in Appendix I. The ten countermeasure 
approaches are: 

Community Mental Health--the overall problem of alco­
holism and the need for an approach aimed at curing 
the alcoholic or, if that cannot be accomplished, pro­
tecting him from hurting himself and others on the 
highway. 

Adjudication --the threat of legal sanctions, for ex­
ample, enacting per se laws for pedestrians that would 
make them automatically culpable in an accident if 
their BAC's are above a specified level. 

Economics--making the cost of drinking more expensive 
through taxation, for example, or by making it more 
difficult to buy a drink by not permitting use of 
credit cards for liquor purchases, by requiring exact 
change for liquor purchases, or making each successive 
drink more expensive. 



Product--making some change in the product itself, for 
example, reducing the proof of alcoholic beverages or 
adding a substance to alcohol that would have an un­
pleasant effect (e.g., profuse sweating) but not a 
deleterious one in terms of psychomotor performance 
at a certain BAC level. 

Case Finding/Detection--locating the high BAC pedes­
trian and removing him from the roadway, for example, 
picking up pedestrians who meet the profile of the 
high risk drinker and giving them free rides home. 

Symptoms--employing the symptoms of high BACs, such as 
decreased visual acuity or poor motor coordination, as 
a preventive measure. For example, developing and in­
stalling in bars a strobe light that wouldn't bother 
sober people but would be so visually disorienting to 
people at high BAC levels that they couldn't walk. 

Engineering--redesign of the sidewalk or roadway or 
redefinition of ordinances that affect motor vehicle 
and pedestrian traffic, such as reducing the speed 
of traffic at night, creating pedestrian malls at 
night in high risk areas, or adding "life-lines" 
along the sides of buildings. 

Education--Youth/School--starting the alcohol pedes­
trian education process at the school level. For 
example, having teachers, coaches and driver educa­
tion instructors use their influence to promote re­
sponsible drinking behavior. 

Education--Mass Media--using newspapers, television, 
radio, magazines, advertisements, etc., to educate 
the public to the pedestrian alcohol problem. For 
example, having a prominent sports figure appear on 
television and relate an actual experience of being 
hit by a car while at a high BAC level and appeal 
for responsible drinking behavior. 

Education--Public Responsibility--urging the public 
and all its segments (clergy, parents, industry, 
social workers, physicians, bartenders, police, lawyers, 
librarians--in fact all citizens) to use their in­
fluence to promote responsible drinking behavior. 
For example, encouraging industry to set up group 
therapy sessions for employees who drink, encouraging 
lawyers to promote adequate pedestrian intoxication 
laws and urging parents to teach their children 
responsible drinking behavior. 

A complete enumeration of the individual ideas within each category 
is also contained in Appendix I. 
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It must be stressed that these approaches and the indivi­
dual countermeasure ideas are merely initial thoughts which have 
been subjected to neither detailed development nor critical eval­
uation. Significant additional research efforts would be needed 
before any of the approaches could be utilized against the iden­
tified problem. In some cases, e.g., for various educational 
approaches, pretesting and field testing would be needed prior 
to implementation. For others, such as changes in the product, 
more basic research would have to be undertaken before specific 
countermeasures could be developed. However, the fact that 
there are numerous countermeasure ideas suggests that the 
pedestrian-alcohol problem can be countered in spite of the 
apparently incorrigible nature of the victims themselves. 

It also must be stressed that pedestrian alcohol counter­
measures cannot be considered in isolation. The abusive use of 
alcohol has been implicated in numerous other safety and health 
problems. Countermeasures to the pedestrian problem must not 
be counterproductive to similar efforts in other areas. There 
is the possibility for counterproductivity because of the ex­
tremely high BACs at which pedestrian accident risk begins to 
elevate. The data clearly indicate only a marginal risk increase 
at BACs between .10% and .15%. These BACs are, however, asso­
ciated with a high risk level for drivers, and likely, for other 
tasks. Thus, care would have to be exercised in any pedestrian 
accident countermeasure program to avoid the implication of 
condoning achieving these relatively high BACs on a regular basis. 

D. Conclusions 

The results of this study clearly lead to the conclusion 
that alcohol is a causal factor in many pedestrian-vehicle crashes. 
Approximately half of the adult crashes studied involved a 
pedestrian who had been drinking, and nearly 25% of all adult 
crashes involved a pedestrian who was at .20% BAC or higher. 
Relative risk curves comparing the pedestrian victim's BAC with 
the control group clearly support the conclusion that the risk 
of being in an accident increases dramatically as BAC rises. 
There is no question from these data that BACs of .20% or higher 
lead to dramatically increased risk and BACs in the range of 
.10% to .199% are a problem. The risk curves are similar to the 
curves obtained in driver alcohol research (see, for example, 
Borkenstein, et al., 1964), though it would appear that greatly 
increased accident risk among pedestrians is occurring at some­
what higher BAC levels. 

The extent of the problem related to, alcohol use by pedes­
trians as documented by this study must be viewed in the context 
of the parameters of the experimental design and the limitations 
imposed by the sample size. These considerations include: 

The pedestrians studied hereip were all 14 years 
of age or older. This was the group considered to 
be the population-at-risk for an alcohol related 
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pedestrian accident. This group accounts for approxi­
mately 61 percent of all New Orleans pedestrian crashes.
Therefore, they are estimated to represent a similar 
proportion of the total pedestrian safety problem in 
the urban U.S. It is also possible that some crashes 
involving those under 14 years of age involved alcohol. 
In essence, however, at least 30 percent of all (in­
cluding children) pedestrian crashes involve a pedes­
trian with a positive BAC. Further, 15 percent of 
all pedestrian crashes involve a victim whose BAC 
was at .20% or higher. 

The true determination of the causal role of alcohol 
involves judgments concerning acceptable levels of 
risk and the likely behavior of the accident involved 
individual in the abaence of alcohol or at a reduced 
BAC. BAC comparisons alone are not a totally valid 
and reliable measure of causality even at the extra­
ordinary levels measured by this study. A few high 
BAC victims in the study were likely not at all cul­
pable for their accidents, e.g., they were struck 
while on the sidewalk. Other victims at relatively 
low BACs may have been inexperienced drinkers and 
therefore highly impaired at the time of their crash. 

The sampled cases involved adult pedestrians who were 
on average slightly older than the typical pedestrian 
victim. The study showed that victim BAC was related 
to victim age, with pedestrians in the middle years 
(30-59) having the highest BACs. Thus, the sampling 
procedure may have introduced a bias in the victim 
BAC distribution, and hence, the specification of the 
problem. It is believed this bias, if it exists at 
all, is small and in the direction of causing a slight 
understatement of the problem. 

It is concluded that the primary findings from this study 
may be summarized as follows: 

Adult pedestrians, both fatal and non-fatal, were 
found to have been drinking prior to their crash in 
about 50% of the studied cases. 

Alcohol is overrepresented among victims as compared 
to non-accident involved controls. Overrepresentation 
is greatest when comparisons are made to the Population
at Large controls, least when compared to the very con­
servative Age and Sex Site-Matched controls. In all 
cases, risk is greatly elevated when the BAC of the 
pedestrian is .20% or higher. 

BACs of the victims were extremely high. 

 

 



Alcohol, and particularly, high BACs were most common 
among middle aged (30-59) males, at night and on 
weekends. 

Alcohol was more common among people with prior arrests 
(all kinds) and higher Mortimer-Filkins scores. 

Alcohol crashes were spread throughout New Orleans 
with little regard to type of neighborhood or street 
location. 

Analysis of crash precipitating behavioral errors 
showed drivers made more errors when the pedestrian 
had not been drinking than when the pedestrian had 
been drinking. In other words, driver errors contri­
buted more to the non-alcohol than the alcohol crashes. 

Concerning pedestrians, it was found that the alcohol 
crashes more often involved the pedestrian error of 
"Ped-Course Location" which includes lying in the road­
way and crossing at a high exposure location. 

Concerning accident type, the alcohol crashes were 
more often classified as "other," "ped strikes vehicle" 
and "not classifiable" and less often classified as 
a specific situation type such as "bus stop," "multiple 
threat" or "vehicle turn/merge." 

A statistical model was developed using information 
from the police accident report that was capable of 
reliably discriminating between the alcohol and no-
alcohol crashes. 

The primary objective in data analysis was to identify and 
quantify all of the parameters that differed between the alcohol 
and non-alcohol involved crashes and all of the parameters that 
differed between crash and control groups. These comparisons were 
just as interesting in their similarities as they were in their 
differences. In many ways, the alcohol involved pedestrian 
appeared to be making many of the same errors as the non-alcohol 
involved pedestrian. The errors may have been more common under 
alcohol and/or more "serious" (i.e., more difficult to recover 
from) but they were very often the same errors and often in sim­
ilar traffic situations. 

1. Alcohol Specific Accident Types 

This pattern of results would seem to preclude the 
development of any new accident type categories for specifically 
alcohol related events. If one type did emerge, it would prob-. 
ably,be related to lying in the roadway which is currently 
classified under "other - non pedestrian activity in roadway." 
However, this one added type would account for less than 10% 
of the cases and probably would contribute little to the explana­
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tory power of the data. Nevertheless, from the narrative des­
criptions of the crashes and from interviewer's comments, it 
appeared that alcohol was influencing crash occurrence in two 
different ways: 

Psychomotor Impairment (inability to 
negotiate in traffic) 

Risk Taking (diminished judgement) 

The first category, Psychomotor Impairment, was judged 
to account for approximately one quarter of the studied cases 
for which the pedestrian's BAC was .05% or higher. It was 
characterized by a breakdown in motor ability and motor coordina­
tion to the point where the pedestrian had little control over 
where he was or where he was going. Mean BAC for these crashes 
was nearly .25%. The typical case involved a pedestrian who 
literally staggered into a motor vehicle. The vehicle may have 
been in full view and possibly even stopped in traffic. 

The second category, Risk Taking, was judged to account 
for nearly half of the cases for which the pedestrian's BAC 
was .05% or higher. It was characterized by an adult taking un­
warranted and unusual chances in the traffic environment. Often, 
the crashes were caused by behaviors which are more typically 
found among young children. Mean BAC was approximately .20% 
in these Risk Taking events. The typical case was a straight­
forward dart-out or intersection dash in which it was felt that 
the dart-out behavior would have been less likely were it not 
for the judgement impairing effects of alcohol. 

Neither Psychomotor Impairment nor Risk Taking con­
stitute new accident types. Rather, they should be viewed as 
descriptions of the mechanism by which alcohol influenced crash 
occurrence. For Psychomotor Impairment, the mechanism is a 
breakdown of the individual's ability to perform perceputal, 
cognitive and motor functions. For Risk Taking, the mechanism 
involves diminished capacity to make wise judgements concerning 
safety. Perceputal and motor functions are apparently intact. 
As descriptive concepts only, these two mechanism descriptions 
proved very useful in reading and understanding the crash 
narratives. 

2. Research Implications 

It is concluded that this study has highlighted three 
priority areas for future research. First, it is clear that the 
causal effect of alcohol typically becomes a factor at extremely 
high BACs. There is little information in the literature on 
the performance characteristics and capabilities of individuals 
at these blood alcohol levels when the individual is capable of 
achieving them on a regular basis. Controlled research is needed 
to examine both psychomotor skills and risk taking behavior at 
the high BACs found by this study. This research might also 
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compare the experienced drinker's performance at high BACs 
(say .25% and above) to the performance of the inexperienced 
drinker at moderate BACs (.06% to .10%). Likewise, it would be 
beneficial to determine if countermeasures can be applied to 
these groups while they are at an elevated BAC. 

A second area of investigation involves the relatively 
large proportion of crashes of the "not classifiable" type when 
the pedestrian had been drinking. Research is needed to examine 
the possibility of developing alternative or additional sources 
of information for the late night, unwitnessed crash. New methods 
of interviewing victims and drivers and better means of crash 
reconstruction are possibilities for overcoming the part of the 
"not classifiable" problem relating to an information deficiency. 

Approximately half (10) of the "not classifiable" 
accidents studied involved relatively complete information. 
They did not, by definition, involve behaviors and/or situations 
which fit any of the pre-defined accident types. Moreover, they 
did not appear to cluster into any new types which could be 
associated with alcohol. However, there were too few of these 
cases in the data to permit the conclusion that no new types are 
likely to be forthcoming. Therefore, it would seem productive 
to examine a large number of "not classifiable," high BAC crashes 
in an attempt to define new accident types. If it were too 
costly to sample BACs for these victims, the degree of alcohol 
involvement could be estimated utilizing a statistical model 
such as the one developed by this study. 

Countermeasure research represents the third area of 
potential benefit. The ideas contained in Appendix I could form 
the basis for a detailed investigation of pedestrian alcohol 
countermeasures in terms of: 

Acceptability of various approaches to the 
public, legislators, police, judges, etc. 

Viability with respect to reducing pedestrian 
accidents 

Feasibility given existing or contemplated 
resources and technologies 

Compatability with other highway safety, 
alcohol and community mental health counter­
measures 

This research may or may not result in finished solutions. It 
can, however, reasonably be expected to provide one or more 
clear directions to follow in the pursuit of a reduction in 
the serious pedestrian alcohol problem. 
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APPENDIX A 

Legal opinion concerning the admissibility 
into evidence of collected blood alcohol 
data. 



M E M 0 R A N D U M 

TO: Dunlap and Associates, Inc. 
Attention: Richard Blomberg 

FROM: Rockwood, Edelstein & Shaw 

DATE: June 24, 1975 

SUBJECT: Admissibility into Evidence of Blood-
Alcohol Test Analysis - Proiect No. DOT-HS-4-00946 

You have requested our opinion as to the evidentiary 
value of the test procedures utilized by you in your performance 
of the subject contract. 

This memorandum addresses itself to a general survey and 
summary of New York law and practice on the criteria required to 
introduce into evidence results of a blood-alcohol test before a 
court of law. The discussion focuses on the chain of events which 
the proponent of the evidence must ordinarily establish to lay a 
proper foundation for such admission. 

For the purpose of this memorandum, no distinction will 
be drawn between criteria necessary for admissibility in criminal 
versus civil cases, since the fundamental prerequisites are virtually 
identical. The major distinction being that in the latter cases, 
the foundation laid for introduction of such evidence need not pre­
clude every possibility of doubt as to the identity of the sample or 
the possibility of a change in its condition. 

In determining whether or not a proper foundation has been 
established, the court looks to such things as identification of the 
blood sample and its custody from initial withdrawal through com­
pletion of testing. Such inquiries as, Who took the sample? - What 
did he do with it? - Where was it kept? How was it transpor1d? ­
How was it delivered? - Was its location unknown at any time Are 
typically required to be satisfactorily established before the court 
will allow the results to be introduced into evidence. 

The first link of the chain of evidence is identification, 
i.e., establishing that the particular sample was in fact extracted 
from the person when intoxication is at issuet2) Generally, the 
withdrawer of the sample must testify as to his having taken the 
sample. However, in some cases, an eyewitness can afford such 
testimony, provided the vial is sealed and properly labeled. Crucial 
to establishing identification is labeling. The labeling must clearly 
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identify the blood sample as that of the particular person. State­
wide legislation on labeling procedures is rare; however, often 
health agencies within the state promulgate rules and regulations 
for withdrawal and handling of bodily substances. 13) Usually, the 
person labeling the vial must testify to his handling it and method 
of labeling. 

The next link in the chain is to establish that the sample 
was not contaminated or tampered with. Proof of. sealing is required. 
"Where there is no proof of adequate sealing, chemical tests will 
not be admitted ."(4T Also, refrigeration of the sample isfrequently 
required, (but not universally) to establish this link. 

Following identification and sealing, the next link is to 
establish the whereabouts of the sample at all times prior to 
analysis - i.e., chain of custody. It is essential that the entire 
chain of possession be traced and that the evidence produced must 
show that the sample has remained unchanged from time of withdrawal 
to time of testing. The more.persons who have potential access to 
the sample, thh more difficult it is to establish this link. In one 
New York case('), this link was found not to be established since the 
sample was left for 12 days in an unlocked refrigerator which was 
accessible to hospital personnel and unauthorized personnel. Proof 
of the means of transportation (e.g., personal delivery, mailing, etc.) 
and the identity and action of each person who participated in the 
transportation are also essential. Ordinarily, if there is no definite 
proof as to how the vial got from the place of extraction to the place 
of analysis, the results ar^^inadmissible(6) Surprisingly enough, 
however, one New York case has held that: 

the fact of the existence of the blood in 
a sealed bottle and sent by registered 
mail in a sealed container and received in 
the same state at a place of its destination 
presents reasonable grounds for belief that 
it was not tampered with in the interval. 

The Court reasoned that proof of the handling of the parcel by post 
office employees would manifestly be difficult and add little to the 
validity of the inference that the sample was unchanged. 

The final link in the chain is proving receipt of the 
sample and its continuous custody until actual testing occurs. 
Failure to introduce evidence as to when, how, by whom, and in what 
condition the sample was received and its keeping and handling at the 
place 9j, testing until analysis generally does not constitute sufficient 
proof. 
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If satisfactory proof of each link is offered by the 
proponent, the next areas of conern involve the qualifications of 
the tester and whether the testing procedures employed were generally 
recognized and/or reliable. Since these issues are directed to the 
weight of evidence (e.g., "expert opinion") as opposed to admissibility, 
they are not discussed herein. 

It is readily apparent that in each case where a question 
of admissibility of such analysis arises, all facts must be considered 
and each case decided on its own strengths. Different requirements 
of proof for each link must be expected depending upon the nature of 
the case. The more uncertainties or gaps which are discovered, the 
less likely such evidence will be held admissible. The burden of 
proof remains with the proponent of the evidence. 

Our research indicates that the value of evidence is 
affected by many factors and that no single rule can be laid down. 
Based upon our research, we are of the opinion that the procedures 
to be followed by Dunlap and Associates in its execution of the 
subject project have questionable, if any, evidenciary value. 



(1)	 Erwin, Defense of Drunk Driving Cases, 3rd edition, 
Criminal Civil, Chapter 27, p. 27-i. 

(2)	 .Ibid, at p. 27-10 

(3)	 Ibid, at p. 27-20 

(4)	 Ibid, at p. 27-23 

(5)	 People v. Pfendler, 29 Misc.2d 339, 212 NYS2d 927 
(Oneida Co. Ct., 1961) 

(6)	 Erwin, Defense of Drunk Driving Cases, 3rd edition, 
Criminal/Civil, Chapter 27, p. 27-26 

(7)	 People v. Goedkoop, 29 Misc.2d 86, 212 NYS2d 498 
(West. Co. Ct., 1960) 

(8)	 Erwin, Defense of Drunk Driving Cases, 3rd edition, 
Criminal/Civil, Chapter 27, p. 27-29. 



APPENDIX B 

Driver Interview Form 



No. 

DRIVER DATA 

Introduce yourself to the driver. State that you would like to ask 
him (her) a few questions about his (her) recent accident, that the 
answers will be kept confidential and that this is part of a high­
way research project sponsored by the National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration of the U.S. Department of Transportation. Answer any 
questions the driver may have. 

Recapitulate the crash location, direction of travel and accident re­
sultant as stated on the accident report then ask the driver: 

1.­ Is that information correct? Yes No 

(If No) Explain: 

2.­ Where were you driving to? 

3.­ Where were you driving from? 

4.­ What was the purpose of your trip? 

5.­ Prior to the accident, how often did you drive on the street where 
the accident occurred? 

Once a day or more

2-3 times per week

Once a week

"2-3 times per month

once a month

Less than once per month

Never (before the accident)


6.­ How fast were you traveling prior to the accident, that is prior 
to taking any evasive action? mph 

7.­ Exactly where on the street was your vehicle and where were you

headed prior to the crash?


Which traffic lane? 

Traffic controls present? 

Color of any lights? 

Maneuvers (turning, passing, going straight)? 



Summary Driver Course Selection and Negotiation: 

Driver course was a factor? Yes No 

If Yea, check all that apply: 

Attempt to beat light

Ran red light

Ran atop sign or yield sign

Wrong side of road

Traveling too fast

Other (specify)


6.	 What were you looking at just prior to the accident before you 
thought you might have an accident: 

(First response) 

Anything else? 

Explain 

9.	 When did you first see the pedestrian (explain)? 

10.	 Exactly where was the pedestrian and where did he (she) appear 
to be headed when you first saw him? 

11.	 When do you think the pedestrian first saw your vehicle? 

12.	 What did the pedestrian do or try to do after he (she) saw your 
vehicle? 



Summary Driver Search: 

Driver search was a factor? Yea No 

If Yea, check all that apply: 

Overload (too much to look out for) 
Distraction 
Inattention 
Search inadequate 
Other (specify) 

13.	 Did any of the following things interfere with, or disrupt, your 
line of sight such that it was difficult for you to see the 
pedestrian? 

Yes No 

Stopped bus? 
Parked vehicles? 

Standing traffic? 
Moving traffic? 

Signs, posts or mailboxes? 
Trees, shrubs, other plants? 

Buildings? 
Glare from the sun? 

Glare from headlights? 
Water, ice or snow on your windshield? _ 

Poor street lighting? 
Anything else? (speciTT 

Summary Driver Detection and Recognition: 
I 

Did the driver detect the pedestrian in time? Yes No 

If Yes, skip to No. 14 

Did any item checked "yes" in No. 13 cause the detection 
failure? 

Yes No 

If Yes, skip to No. 14 

Should the driver have detected the pedestrian in time given 
the search he conducted and his course selection and his course 
negotiation? 

Yea No 



14. What did you do or try to do after you saw the pedestrian? 

Why didn't it work? 

Summary Driver Evaluation and Driver Action: 

Driver evaluation was a factor? Yes No 

If Yes, check all that apply: 

Misperceived pedestrian's intent 
Poor prediction of pedestrian/vehicle path 
other. (specify) 

Could accident have been avoided by appropriate driver action? 

Yes No 

If Yea, check all that apply: 

Vehicle defective 
Driver lost control of vehicle 
Driver unable to perform action 
Environment made action impossible 
Driver-pedestrian actions failed to match 
Other (specify) 

14a. In your opinion, could this accident have been avoided?

Yes No


If Yes, how? 

15. What is your current occupation? 

16. How many years have you been driving? (years) 

17. How old are you? (years) 
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APPENDIX C 

Pedestrian Interview Form 



No. 

PEDESTRIAN DATA 

Introduce yourself to the pedestrian. State that you would like to 
ask him (her) several questions concerning the recent accident, that 
the answers will be kept confidential and that this is part of a 
highway research project sponsored by the National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration of the U.S. Department of Transportation. 
Answer any questions the pedestrian may have and inform the pedes­
trian that you will be giving him (her) a check for $10.00. 

1.­ How old are you? (years) 

Interviewer: "Now I would like to ask you about your accident." 

2.­ Where were you walking from? 

3.­ Where were you going? 

4.­ Why were you making this trip? 

5.­ Prior to the accident, how often did you walk on the street of the 
accident scene? 

Once a day or more 
2-3 times per week 
once a week 
3-3 times per month 
Once a month 
Less than once per month 
Never (prior to the accident) 

Please examine this diagram, check to see that the street names 
are correct, and tell me exactly where you were just prior to 
the accident and which way you were going. 

7.­ Were there any traffic lights or pedestrian walk signals?

Yes No


(If Yes) Show the light(s) on the diagram. 
What was the color of the light (and/or walk signal) 
just prior to the accident? (Explain and show on 
iagram) 



8. Were there any stop signs or yield signs? Yes No 

(If Yes) Show the sign(s) on the diagram. 

9.	 On the diagram, please indicate where the vehicle that struck

you was coming from. Also indicate the exact spot where the

crash occurred, and the orientation of the vehicle when it hit

you.


10.	 On the diagram, please indicate parked vehicles, standing traffic 
and any other moving traffic near the accident location (note with 
vehicle symbols). 

11.	 What were you doing just prior to the accident? 

(If necessary) What were your actions: 

Crossing the street directly

Crossing diagonally

Waiting to cross

Waiting for a bus, taxi, whatever

Fixing a vehicle

Hitchhiking

Exiting a vehicle

Other (specify)


12.	 Just prior to the accident, before you realized that an accident 
might occur, would you say that you were: 

Running 
Walking rapidly 
Walking normally 
Walking slowly 
Not moving 
Other (specify, e.g., laying down, stumbling, sitting on 
the curb) 

Summary Pedestrian Course Selection and Negoitation: 

Pedestrian course was a factor: Yes No 

If Yes, check all that apply: 

Crossing against light

Back to traffic

Unexpected, unusual location

Poor location (laying in road,


sitting on curb, etc.)

High exposure location

Running

Walking too slowly

Short-time exposure (poor target)

Other (specify)




13.	 Just prior to the accident, before you realized an accident 
might occur, what were you looking at? 

(First response) 

Anything else? 

(If appropriate) Did you look for cars that might be coming? 
Yes No 

Explain 

14.	 When did you first see or hear the vehicle that hit you? 

Summary Pedestrian Search: 

Pedestrian search was a factor: Yes No 

If Yes, check all that apply: 

Search overload (too many things to look for)

Inattention to traffic

Inadequate (or incomplete) search

Pedestrian was distracted by;


Traffic signal 
Object in let half of roadway 
Object in 2nd half of roadway 
Hostile person or object 
Work activity 
Other distraction (specify) 

Other search failure (specify) 

15.	 Prior to the crash, did any of the following things obstruct 
your line of sight and make it difficult for you to see the 
vehicle that hit you? (check all that apply) 

Parked vehicles?

,Stopped bus?

Standing vehicles?

Moving traffic?

Posts, poles, signs, mailboxes?

Buildings?

Glare from the sun?

Something else? (specify)


Summary Pedestrian Detection and Recognition: 

Did pedestrian detect vehicle in time: Yes No 

If Yes, skip to No. 16. 



Did any item checked "yes" in No. 15 cause the detection

failure?


Yes No


If Yes, skip to No. 16. 

Should the pedestrian have detected the vehicle in time given 
the search he conducted and his course selection and his course 
negotiation? 

Yea No 

16.	 Using the diagram, please show me exactly where you first realized 
that some form of evasive action was necessary. In other words, 
where did you first realize that you might be hit? (Indicate on 
diagram) 

What did you try to do? 

Why didn't it work? 

Summary Pedestrian Evaluation and Action: 

Was pedestrian evaluation a factor: Yes No 

If Yea, check all that apply: 

Misperceive driver's intent

Poor prediction of veh./ped. path

Other evaluation failure (specify)


Was pedestrian action a factor: Yes No 

If Yes, check all that apply: 

Environmental problem

Self limits (i.e., unable to execute)

Other (specify)


17.	 In your opinion, could this accident have been avoided? 

Yes No 

If Yes, how? 

Dunlap and Associates, Inc. - Project 104 



APPENDIX D


Mortimer-Filkins Questionnaire




QUESTIONNAIRE--PART I 

Instructions 

in answering each of the items in this part, do not spend too much 
time on any one question. We would Zike your first impressions, so 
try to answer with the first thing that comes to mind. Answer each 
question in the order in which it appears. Use a check (&.-) to 
mark the TRUE (yes)/FALSE (no) questions. Where you are asked to 
answer with a number (how many), please put the number in the space 
provided. If a given item ddoes not apply to you, mark it with a 
zero. 

There are no right or wrong answers. Give the answer which seems most 
appropriate. PLEASE REST ASSURED THAT YOUR ANSWERS TO BOTH PARTS OF 
THIS QUESTIONNAIRE WILL BE KEPT STRICTLY ANONYMOUS. 

1. What is your present marital status? (check one) 

never married 
separated 
divorced 
widowed 
common law 
married 

2. With whom do you live? (check all which apply) 

alone

with friend(s)

with other relative(s)

with wife (husband)

with ex-wife (ex-husband) '


IF YOU HAVE NEVER BEEN MARRIED, SKIP TO QUESTION NUMBER 6*. 

TRUE FALSE 
(yes) (no) 

3. How many times have you and your wife 
(( und) seriously considered divorce in 
the last two years? ....................... (# 

4. Does (did) your wife (husband) often 
threaten you with divorce? ................ ( ) ( ) 

5. Would you say that your wife's (husband's) 
general health is (was) very good?........ 



TRUE FALSE 
(yes) (no) 

*6.­ Are you employed now? ..................... ( ) ( )


7.­ Do you smoke? ............................. ( ) ( )


8.­ About how many packs of cigarettes do you

smoke per weel? ...........................


9.­ were you ever arrested? ................... ( ) ( )


10.­ Are your relatives upset with the way you 
live? ..................................... ( ) ( ) 

11.­ Is your income sufficient for your basic 
needs? .................................... ( ) ( ) 

12.­ Are you bothered by nervousness (irritable, 
fidgety or tense)? ........................ ( ) ( ) 

13.­ Your judgment is better than it ever was.. ( ) ( ) 

14.­ Have you recently undergone a great stress 
(such as something concerning your job, 
your health, your finances, your family, or 
a loved one)? ............................. ( ) ( ) 

15.­ You are apt to take disappointments so 
badly that you cannot put them out of your 
mind ...................................... (, ) ( ) 

16.­ You have long periods of such great restless­
ness that you cannot sit long in a chair.. (, ) ( • ) 

17.­ Are you often sad or down in the dumps?... ( ) ( ) 

18.­ You have had periods in which you carried 
on activities without knowing later what 
you had been doing ........................ 



TRUE FALSE 
(yes) (no) 

19.	 Do you have a lot of worries? ............. ( ) ( )


20.	 You have trouble sleeping ................. ( ) ( )


21.	 You are moderate in all your habits ....... ( ) ( )


22.	 Do you feel that you have abnormal 
problems? ................................. ( ) ( ) 

23.	 You have lived the right kind of life..... ( ) ( ) 

24.	 Your home life is as happy as it should 
be ........................................ ( ) ( ) 

25.	 Does drinking help you make friends? ...... ( ) ( ) 

26.	 Much of the time you feel as if you have 
done something wrong or evil .............. ( ) ( ) 

27.	 Do you think that creditors are much too 
quick to bother you for payments?......... ( ) ( ) 

28.	 You wish you could be as happy as others 
seem to be ................................ ( ) ( ) 

29.	 You sometimes feel that you are about to 
go to pieces ............................ ( ) ( ) 

30.	 Do you usually perspire at night?.........


31.	 You often feel uncomfortable and down in 
the dumps ................................. ( ) ( ) 

32.	 About how many years has it been since 
your last out-of-town vacation? (If you 
have never taken one, write "9").......... (# 



TRUE FALSE 
(yes) (no) 

33.	 You are a high-strung person .............. .( ) ( )


34.	 You are satisfied with the way you live... ( ) ( ) 

35.	 Have you ever had your driver's license 
suspended or revoked? ..................... ( ) ( ) 

36.	 About how many times have you asked for 
help for your problems (personal, marriage, 
money or emotional)? ...................... (4 

37.	 Is there a history of alcoholism in your 
family? ................................... ( ) ( ) 

38.	 Do you have a relative who is an excessive 
drinker? .................................. ( ) ( ) 

39.	 Are you often depressed and moody? ........ ( ) ( )


40.	 You often feel as if you were not 
yourself .................................. ( ) ( ) 

41.	 You are often afraid you will not be able 
to sleep .................................. ( ) l ) 

42.	 Do you often feel afraid to face the 
future? ................................... ( ) ( ) 

43.	 Drinking seems to ease personal problems.. ( ) ( ) 

44.	 How many drinks can you handle and 
still drive well? ......................... 

45.	 In the last year, how many times have you 
drunk more than you could but still 
been a good driver when you got behind 
the wheel? ................................ (/ 

46.	 You wish people would stop telling you how 
to live your life ......................... ( ) ( ) 



TRUE FALSE 
(yes) (no) 

47.­ You often are afraid without knowing 
why you are afraid ........................ 

48.­ At times you think you are no good 
at all .................................... ( ) ( ) 

49.­ Do you feel sinful or immoral? ............ ( ) ( )


50.­ A drink or two gives you energy to get 
started ................................... ( ) ( ) 

51.­ Does drinking help you work better?....... ( ) ( )


52.­ Your daily life is full of things that 
keep you interested ....................... ( ) ( ) 

53.­ You often have feelings of vague restless­
ness ...................................... ( ) ( ) 

54.­ Your friends are much happier than your­
self ...................................... ( ) ( ) 

55.­ You often pity yourself ................... (' )


56.­ Would you say that 4 or 5 drinks affect 
your driving? ............................. 

57.­ You feel tense and anxious most of the 
time ...................................... ( ) ( ) 

58.­ Are you often bored and restless?.........


QUESTIONNAIRE--PART II 

Instructions 

In this section of the questionnaire, please check (wherever items are 
listed)and/or write in (wherever space is provided) the appropriate 
answer for each question. Only select one answer for each multiple 
choice question unless otherwise directed. 



1. Where do you live? City	 , State 

2. How would you describe your place of residence? 

Core of city

Outskirts of city

Suburb of large city

Rural

Other


3. How far have you gone in school? 

Graduage school (or degree) 
Four year college graduate 
Two year college graduate 
Some college 
High school graduage 
Some high school education 
Junior high or grammar school graduate 
Less than 7 years of education 

4. Are you retired? 

Yes

No


IF YOU ARE CURRENTLY EMPLOYED, SKIP TO QUESTION NUMBER 7.* 

5. If you are unemployed, how long have you been unemployed? 
Years	 Months


11


6. If you are unemployed, why are you unemployed? 

Laid off previous job

Fired


( ) Strike

Illness


( ) Quit

Other


*7. What is your current work status? 

Holding a full-time job

Housewife


( ) Student


8. What kind of a job do you normally hold? 



9. What is your current occupation? 

10.	 What iw your main source of support? 

Salary

income other than salary

Family/friend

Savings, pensions

Disability benefits, social security

Unemployment insurance

Public assistance

Other


11.	 About how much was your personal income (gross) last year? 

12.	 About how much was your total family income (gross) in the past 
year? 

13.	 How many children and adults are living on the total family income? 

Children	 , Adults (18+) 

14.	 Which of the following conditions have you had? (check all 
that apply) 

Fatty liver

Cirrhosis

Pain and/or weakness of legs

Anemia

Convulsions or epilepsy

Diabetes

Ulcers or stomach problems

Mental or emotional illness

Any severe bleeding problems

Pancreatitis

Other serious conditions


15.	 Have you ever held a valid driver's license? 

Yes

No


16.	 Do you have a valid driver's license now? 

Yes

No




17.	 For how long have you driven an automobile? yrs. months 

18.	 Have you ever been arrested for driving under the influence of 
liquor, for impaired driving, or any drinking driving offense? 

Yes, how many times?

No


19.	 Have you ever been arrested for being drunk and disorderly or 
for public intoxication? 

Yes, how many times?

No


20.	 Have you ever been convicted of reckless driving? 

Yes, how many times?

No


21.	 How often do you drink? 

Daily

4-5 times/week

2-3 times/week

Once/week

2-3 times/month

Once/month

2-3 times/year

Once/year (special occasions)

Never (abstainer)


22.	 During a typical drinking period, how much time elapses from 
starting your first drink to finishing your last drink? 

( ) (hours)

( ) No time (abstainer)


23.	 About how many drinks do you normally consume during your typical 
drinking period? 

( ) (drinks)

( ) No drinks 7abstainer)




24. What alcoholic beverage do you usually drink? 

None (abstainer) 
Beer 
Wine 
Whiskey, Scotch 
Other 

25. On what days do you usually drink? 

Fri., Sat., Sun. 
Mon. - Thurs. 
Daily 
No specific day, but not daily 
Special occasions only 
Not applicable - abstainer 

26. During what time of day do you usually drink? 

Late evening (8 p.m. - 12 a.m.)

Late evening and early morning (8 p.m. - 3 a.m.)

Early evening (4 p.m. - 8 p.m.)

Afternoon (12 p.m. - 4 p.m.)

Morning (8 a.m. - 12 p.m.)

Early morning (3 a.m. - 8 a.m.)

All through the day

No specific times, but not all through day

Not applicable (abstainer)


27. With whom do you usually drink? 

Spouse

Other relatives

Friend(s)

Alone

All of the above (no preference)

No one (abstainer)


28. How do you get to where you do most of your drinking? 

Drive a car 
( ) Passenger in a car 

Taxi 
Mass transit (bus, streetcar, etc.) 
Walk 
Not applicable (drink at home) 
Not applicable (abstainer) 

D-10




29. Where do you do most of your drinking? 

Home 
Tavern/Bar/Nightclub 
Parties 
Family or friend's home 
Restaurant 
Recreation (golf, football games, fishing) 
Other 
Nowhere (abstainer) 

30. For what main reason(s) do you usually drink? (check up to two) 

To relax or calm nerves 
To be sociable or polite 
Because friends drink 
To celebrate special occasions 
To forget troubles 
To feel good, get high 
For the taste 
To help sleep 
Other 
Not applicable (abstainer) 

31. Do you feel that drinking is causing any problems in your life? 

Yes, what? 
No 

32. Have you ever been treated for a drinking problem? 

Yes, when? 
No 

33. Has drinking ever caused you to lose your job? 

Yes 
No 

34. Do you feel that you are a problem drinker? 

Yes 
No 

4 

D-11




NOTE:­ Please do not review or change any of your answers. Print or 
type the address to which you would like the $5.00 check mailed 
on the email letter size envelope.` After you have done this, 
place the letter size envelope and the completed questionnaire 
in the large, pre-addressed envelope provided and mail it at 
your earliest opportunity. No osta a is required. We sin­
cerely thank you for your valuable assistance in this re­
search to improve pedestrian safety. 

Pedestrian Research Project 104 

DUNLAP AND ASSOCIATES, INC. 
One Parkland Drive 

Darien, Connecticut 06820 
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APPENDIX E 

All New Orleans Crashes 1973-March, 1975


for Pedestrians 14 years and older


Key: 

Injury Sample - injured pedestrians sampled at 

Charity Hospital 

Univ. Injury Non-Sam. - all injured adult pedestrians 

not sampled at Charity Hospital 

1973-April 1, 1976 

Univ. Injury Sam. Per. - all injured adult pedestrians 

during study period (March 1, 

1975 to April 1, 1976) sam­

pled or not sampled 

Fatal Sample - all fatal crashes studied 

RAW - actual frequency 

RP R - frequency as percent of row total 

RPC - frequency as percent of column total 

N.B. - statistics presented at the bottom of each 

table are not necessarily appropriate since 

cell size requirements are not always met 

in the tables. Also, rows and/or columns 

labeled "N/A," "other" and "X" do not enter 

statistical computations. Statistics here 

were calculated on the first two rows only. 
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ÒO- I:I AI ♦ I°i
x 
N - r r r r r r rr r r r r rr 

i 011 >~ ► JW 
NJ }yl 
9 >M S S fI H I Pit a a1 



> sac sec 1r sae 
W <°. <° <e. <° 
Y KK &M Ka[ KOC 

sN 00 A0 .+0 'GO 
nI m0 TO 1.0 400 
aen -•0 40 Iw0 O 

O O O O 
0 O O A 
r r r r 

rr^+r„y ---------­

• O 1 1 P, A 1 
1 1 a- 1 •^ 1 
1 t O 1 1 -. t 

< i • 1 1 • 1 

7 1 O 1 1 1 W 
1 1 1 1 

I I­ I I I J 
rr- bn r r w --rr rH 

I, C!` 1 .r N I J ̂ A I N m 1 r 

O

N ^c0 .^+N 1 ^In 
N 1 • • • 
< 1 I m I d

I " O' 1 
1 •
1 T I 

O 
• 

LLI 

H J 
2 r r- r r w r r r r r w w w w Z 

z° I^$I00- I rII I.°.01
W I- Of W ♦ 1 N 0• 1 4 1 0 f r 

6^I a I N i m{ 
Oz1­ !­ ^ I

u ° 
z

N 
•­ r w w w w r w w w w r r r w r •i. 

1 tN PN eiN1 1 ♦ ^ 

o I N­ r in 1 I'0! 
z of 

^i a 030{ Ni '' ,I +° 
O W of 1 1 1 1 1

u 
! 

qe K 
O W 

1 I I I I
r r ww r r w r w r rl••r rw
I IO .O 1 I. ♦ 1 0 .• I W

W N

--­
wt am NM 0 

^f J 
ro 

W
U.S 

N 

7

N 

ZJ 1 ~ 1 r u • • • z.,1 W $­ 'C I 
cc x I 1 I­
~!­ I I

- w - - - w w r w r w r r w rI­
at

W 1 I^'0 I N N I i 

IL 

s­

O 

W

W.e 

OI M 
N
N Z 

pO 
± W

-1 
M
• 
in

a
. 

w /^
O 

N N 
J 

LU 
19 J

ILL 1 O 0 
t 1 m • tC • 0­

9 
I. 1 I I N Wu. " J 

< 
N 

1 1 1 1
wwrwrw=wwrscrrwr 

u ae 0

?N 

IL
Iy 

IO • 
F` 

•­ >W >t W W In OW ^J 9 
ee .l cc N of L J J •+ W a# a 

e°C­ rv 9;ZGiZ 0_•, ILN M uO i 



42 .39 - IL 4 It,

u 4c of aCs 119 at 1w 69


s N 00 PO go 4o

11
 l :+ O T oo T o mo 

a a a 
O 0 0 0- r 

r P -r r rr - ; r r - rN - ­
M1 r1 N e 1•' 1MI 

MMI t Nd t PN AN 
- fll r r N Mf N 

afl r O MI

2 uC d 4 O


- -s -- -s­ -rrrrr 
1 Nqi 1 rO 1 

1 1 1 
r r r r r-- r r r-- r r r 

r.b ?,O I NO. 1 
1fl N f 111 1I W i 1 ° t

f cc b. I O I' O I O (+1 

of I

3 N I 1 1 1


1 1 1 1 1

- - r - - - r r - - r


^1♦ NI MIN I. N W 1
 1

1 N 1 t MI f. M• 1 1


A I N 1 • / N 1 1


OZt! I N 1 MI 1 M. t 1

M Oil I 1 1 I 1

w i; 1 i 1


W 1 f 1 I 
CL rr rr-.»-r r-­
a- 2 I .^ I.0 N I- N ; f 

u J `&I I ! i
u2 - r r r r r r r r r r r r r rl 
460 a 4" i -46N 
O H 1 N t i - I 

L.) OL 

r1-r- UO YA -- rr iF^ in- I 

N Y 

O^ 0 O rWT I u 
e of u 1I1 I ; 
u w i 1 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - a 
n• 1 NCO W ­
a+ N O 

s-
W 1i+ 0 1 .a 1 N W 

N 
W 1_ ' 1 i+q M 1► w 
rrrrr-rrr -rrrrr 1^ '0 NN 

< 1 NP Oro ♦,♦ BOA 1 A 
pp pp 

N au >f -^ dN N•fl W •W w 

r 2 
n W 

pW !! !! U W 
I <Z 
< r t i i u e^ a 
In rr-rr/r l=r--rrarl rrr ~ ^t 

3. w P. ► 
L in N W U ~ W 

. --4 

r2iN ^H,Z 16 N YQ 

E-44 



APPENDIX F 

Fatal versus Non-Fatal Comparisons


for Studied Cases


Key: 

Fatal - Cases where pedestrian died within 24 hours 
of the crash 

Injury - Cases where pedestrian survived at least 
24 hours


RAW - Actual frequency


RPR - Frequency as percent of row total


RPC - Frequency as percent of column total


N.B. - Statistics presented at the bottom of each table 
are not necessarily appropriate since all size 
requirements are not always met in the tables. 
Also, rows and/or columns labeled "N/A," "other" 
and "x" do not enter statistical computations. 
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NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT DATA---- SUBJECT F ILE 

EXPERIMENTALS ONLY ALL 

ROWS = SAMPLE INJURY STATUS COLUMNS = EXPERIMENTAL BAC 
COMPLETE 

ROW 
- " TUBS 1CET 

I 
FATAL I 11 86 RAW 

1 I.T631 100.000 RPR 
I 16.6671 32.331 RPC 
1------- I 

1 2.7781 100.000 RPR 
1 83.3331 67.669 RPC -.
I --I 

COLUMN 6 266 RAW 
SUMS 2.256 ICO.000 RPR 

1OO.OOO --I M D `RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE a .246968 E 02 (SIGNIFICANT AT .05 LEVEL) 
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 12 

CONT COEF • .291415 

•***• TABLE TOTALS •**** 
RAW= 266 



NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT DATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPEPIMENIALS ONLY • ALL 

ROWS - SAMPLE INJURY STATUS COLUMNS - DAY OF WEEK 

ROW 
SUN MON TUES WEU THUKS FRI SAT SUMS KEY 

I_..--.--1^..^---t---------I--------1-•- -i---------1---------1 
FATAL 1 91 121 111 121 1i1 171 121 86 RAW 

1 1 d:465I -'13.9537 ---17.7911 13.9531- 15.1161 19.7671 13.9531 100.000 RPR 
1 29.0321 33.3331 28.9471 30.0001 33.3331 38.6361 31.5791 32.331 RPC 
I,r^^-1------- I--------1--------1---------1--- ------ I --------- I 

1NJURY1 221 241 271 281 261 271 261 180 RAW 
1 12.2221 13.3331 15.0001 15.5561 14.4441 15.0001 14.4441 100.0)0 RPR 
1 70.9681 66.6671 11.0531 70.0001 66.6671 61.3641 68.4211 67.669 RPC 

COLUMN 31 36 38 40 39 44 38 266 RAW 
SUMS 11.654 13.534 14.286 15.038 14.662 16.541 14.286 100.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 -100.000 100.000 101j.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE a .129624 E 01 
DEGREES OF FREEDOM • 6 

CANT COEF - .696319 E -01 

q*** TABLE TOTALS' itii;--
RAw• 266 
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NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT DATA ---- SUBJELT FILE 

EXPERIMENTALS ONLY - ALL 

ROWS - SAMPLE INJURY STATUS COLUMNS - CRASH AT 
INTERSECTION? 

ROW 
- -^­ -SURI SET 

FATAL 1 401 461 86 RAW 
I 46.5121 53.4881 '10O DaO PPR 
1 2 7.7781 37.20511 38.331 PPC 
1------ I--- --I 

INJURT I 1041 '761 RAW 
I 5 7.7781 42.2221 100.000 RPM 
1 72.2221 62.2951 67.669 RPC 
I------- I = ------ I 

COLUMN 144 122 266 PAW 
SUMS 5 4.135 45.865 100.000 RPR 

-100.000 ---I•cU.000 - 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE - .297496 E OL 
DEGREES OF FREEDOM - I 
YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE ii -.153831' E 01 

CONT COEF - .105168 

•**** TABLE TOTALS ***** 
RAW- 266 



NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT DATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTALS ONLY = ALL 

ROWS = SAMPLE INJURY STATUS COLUMNS = DRIVER 1 
SEX 

ROW 
MALE FEMALE N/A SUMS KEY 

FATAL 1 711 91 61 86 RAW 
--8Z:558I---10.465I` 6.9771 1-00.000---MPR 

1 35.3231 20.4551 28.5711 32.331 KP. 
1--- -I­ ---1­--------I 

INJURYI 1301 351 151 180 RAM 
I 72.2221 19.4441 8.3331 100.000 RPM 
1 64.6771 79.5451 71.4291 67.669 UPC 

COLUMN 201 44 21 266 RAW 
SUMS 75.564 16.541 7.895 100.000 RPK 

100.000 - 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON UAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE _ .362906 E 01 
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 1 
YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE n .298442 E 01 

CONT COEF = .120815 

M*** TABLE TOTALS ***** 
RAW- 266 



NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT DATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTALS ONLY n ALL 

ROWS a SAMPLE INJURY STATUS COLUMNS - PEDESTRIAN 1 
SEX 

ROW 

FATAL 1 621 241 8i RAW 
I 77.0931 2T.9071 T30:000 PPR 
1 35.8381 25.8061 32.331 RPC 

-.. 
IRJURT I Till '' 691 '-- - TW P W 

1 61.6671 38.3331 100.000 PPR 
1 64.1621 74.194! 67.669 PPG 

COLUMN 173 93 266 RAW 
SUMS 65.030 34.962 100.000 RPR 

100.000 --rc0:o00" 100.000 PPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON PAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE _ .278220 E 01 
DEGREES OF FREEDOM - 1 
YATES CORRECTED CRT SWAIN-=.._-:734256 T 01 

CONT COEF • .101741 

•$*** TABLE TOTALS *****

RAW- 266
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NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTALS ONLY 0 ALL 

ROWS - SAMPLE INJURY STATUS COLUMNS - TYPE OF ROADWAY 

TWO WAY 
NOT EXPRESS OTHER Row 

ORE- IMT-' DIVIDED -BAT ---DISVIOEu 'OTHER N!A SUMS RET 

FATAL 1 121 71 121 531 21 1 86 RAW 
1 13.'9531 8.1401­ hd:V53I 61.6281 2.3261 I 100.000 RPM 
1 24.490! 15.5561 70.5881 35.8111 33.3331 32.331 RPC 

7NJURTI -- 371 381 51 951 41 11 1110 RAW 
1 20.5561 21.1111 2.7781 52.7781 2.2221 0.5561 100.000 RPR 
1 75.5101 84.4441 29.4121 64.1891 66.6611 100.0001 67.669 RPC 
...--i---------i-=-------1-=-------I---------- 1---- -----I 

COLUMN 49 45 IT 148 6 l 266 RAW 
SUMS 18.421 16.917 6.391 55.639 2.256 0.376 100.000 RPR 

--iDU:000 tIIOOv IIIO_.D00 -1'00.000 -100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE • .193204 E 02 I SIGNIF ICANT AT OU1 LEVEL) 
DEGREES OF FREEDOM - 4 

CONT COEF • .260678 

0***S TABLE TOTALS 9*900 
RAW. 266 
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NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT DATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTALS ONLY = ALL 

ROWS = SAMPLE INJURY STATUS COLUMNS - ROAD SURFACE 
CONDITION 

ROW 
DRY WET SUMS "WET 

FATAL I To[ 81 86 'RAW 
I 9-0.6981 9.3021 -01)0' RPR LOU
1 33.9131 22.2221 32.331 RPC 
1-------1---,--­ 1 

1RJURY i I32 I 291­ ^IDD- -PAW 
1 84.4441 15.5561 100.000 RPR 
1 66.0871 77.7181 61.669 RPC 
I­-- =---1.------- I 

CCLUMN 230 36 266 RAW 
SUMS 86.466 13.534 100.000 PPR 

100.000"- i uU.00D -" L00.000 - RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAM FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE - .194460 E 01 
DEGREES OF FREEDOM - 1 
YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE-*--:144695 E 01 

CONT COEF = .851908 E -01 

*s*** TABLE TOTALS ***** 
RAW- 266 



NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT DATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPEPIMENTALS ONLY - ALL 

ROWS - SAMPLE INJURY STATUS COLUMNS - LIGHTING 

DARK DARK DAk.K 
DAY­ NO DUSK OR CONTIN 1NTtri ROW 
LIGHT LIGHTS DAWN LIGHTS LI6HIS VA SUMS KEY 

FATAL 1 331 41 61 411 11 It 86 RAW 
1 38.3721 4.6511-'--- 6.9771 47.6741 1.1031 1.1b31 100.000 RPR 
1 22.0001 80.0001 75.0001 46.0671 d.3331 50.0001 32.331 RPC 

INJURY1 1171 11 21 481 111 11 180 RAW 
1 65.0001 0.5561 1.1111 26.6671 6.1111 0.5561 100.000 RPR 
I 78.0001 20.0001 25.0001 53.9331 91•.6671 50.0001 61.669 RPC 

I-^__ - ^.-=I I-----=--I --I--­ --i 1 
CCLUMN ISO 5 8 89 12 2 266 RAW 

SUMS 56.391 1.880 3.008 33.455 4.511 0.752 100.000 RPR 
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 1O9.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQI;ARE .300659 E 02 (SIGNIFICANT AT JOL LEVELI 
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 4 

WNT COEF - .319753 

q*** TABLE TOTALS 
RAW= 266 



NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT DATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPENIMENTALS ONLY = ALL 

ROWS - SAMPLE INJURY STATUS COLUMNS - CONDITION OF 
DRIVER 

OTHER HAD 
INATT/ BODY BEEN COND ROW 
OISTR DEFECTS DRINKNG UNK NORMAL N/A SUMS KEY 

FATALI I 1 81 131 641 11 66 RAW 
I -I - - - 1---` 9.3021 15.1161 74.4191 1.1631 100.000 RPR 
1 1 1 66.6671 43.3331 !1.2201 11.1111 32.331 RPC 
l - 1-­_------I---------I 1---------1--------i 

INJURYI 91 11 41 174 1411 8I 180 RAW 
1 5.0001 0.5561 2.2221 9.4441 78.3331 4.4444 100.000 RPR 
1 100.0001 100.0001 33.3331 56.6671 68.7001 88.8891 67.669 RPC 

COLUMN 9 1 12 30 2U5 9 266 RAW 
SUMS 3.383 0.376 4.511 11.278 77.0o8 3.383 100.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 106.000 100.300 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE _ .128046 E 02 (SIGNIFICANT AT U5 LEVEL( 
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 4 

CANT CCEF = .217851 

w•td TABLE-TOTALS is•#t-

R AW­ 266 



NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT OATH----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTALS ONLY • ALL 

ROWS • SAMPLE INJURY STATUS COLUMNS • CONDITION OF 
PEDESTRIAN 

OTHER HAD 
INAIT/ FAT- BODY BEEN C]ND ROW014_ .__..._.__.._;^5._.
DISTR---ILLff$l----TGUW--VEFECT'S- ORINKNC UNK NORMAL 

t------1--------1---------l-^^-- t---------t --- ------1-- ------- t --------- I 
FATAL 1 51 1 I 11 121 311 161 211 $4 RAM 

1 5.8141 1 T 1.1631 13.9531 36.0411 18.6051 24.4191 100.000 APR 
I 16.5191 I 1 100.0001 14.0001 12.0931 14.1591 10.0001 32.331 RPC 
1------- t---------1-------•-_ ► I------_--I---------1---------1---------I---------1 

IIWURY I ZZ t 11 - - l i I 38! 121 971 of t1O 
1 12.2221 0.5561 0.1661 1 21.1111 6.6611 33.8891 5.0001 100.000 APR 
1 81.4611 100.0001 100.0001 I 76.0001 11.0371 85.8411 30.0001 61.669 RPC 

COLUMN 27 1 I 1 h0 43 113 30 266 RAW 
SUNS 10.150 0.376 0.376 0.376 10.197 16.165 42.481 11.218 100.000 'APR 

100.000 T00:OIIO"' 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE n .571139 E 02 ISIGNIFICANT AT .001 LEVELI 
DEGREES OF FREEDOM • 6 

CONT COEF n .443280 

00000 TABLE TOTALS fRIS 
RAW; 266 



^a6caar ^r^ 4 K1 

1 M 1110 1 ^NI; 
4DO I N • 

rJN=m^; il 
-t •


rr•rrrrrrr 

N^N 1 ^A1 ►̂ 1 000 
^^ t y11•.4	 1 NN41I • 
4-4 

r r M r r r r r 

r40 I4 NO 1 NOD 
•O O 1 N O I 

J •+O i NO 1 :00 
• 

in - I N O I N O 1 •► 

•" NI- I^:I	 I 
I	 r r r r r r r r 

r•nO 1 p1AO ♦.► D 

W I 
1110D( -.0 I .00 01 D 

-• N I r A ~ D 
ftttiiii 1 

t I ~ 
1 1 

• _rr rrr... 

I In O 
t9 1 SAO I 

A O I m OOI •, I •. 
u I N O ^• D 

.r - rrr 
1 1 mf 0 IgcOD 

i	 so° 0000I
Ina 1 1 • • 1 

I I '0 "'D 
cNN 1	 1 .• I r. 

1 1 

rrr... 
1 Y1^A yp p^rq 1 N^+O 

Ai 1 0^0 I Tr I 11117 

JW i In ^. 1 40 $ tO 
761 t, .n 1 D 

T^ I I .. 
1 1 

I ••M N 1 'OO" m 1 A..•O 
n W 1 O a I ^+ m r I r T 0 
LJ t -JO t 0^+ f 40 

O1L ^.1 1 • 1 
us r.. I .rA m+ ae 

VI? I	 1 P 1 r 
r r 
i -I.^o r,oo

1	 1nO 1 AD 
N O 4 DR I •i • • 

P. 1 I O O I O D 

-I 
I d I I 

r .. 
1 Plea 1 If C• -^ I I•f u1 D 
1 •+P! i A1mu1 1 1nND 

4 1 O0 1 , Or 1 PD
W= 1 • • ! • • 1 • • 

^ p I r% in ' 0 I ..4 

I I 
T0O I MNO .p In D 

O N N N N 1 r r 
1 4P- NN 1 D^ 

OCOaN Mal 1► r .Op 
O 

001 ^ I^Mi 

r t 
rr rr... 

1 ONNN 1A NN •.•N 

1 1 }110 I'•NP I NO^ 
W •. ►.H • • • • •.. 
J SOIn PO A.• P. [i 

N 
i 0 0 •^• t 0 1 IfP'• 

N f 
r r r r r r r r r


I


I 
F-18 



NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT DATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTALS ONLY • ALL 

ROWS a SAMPLE INJURY STATUS COLUMNS - ACCIDENT TYPE 
REPORT ONLY 

PED NOT 
TURNING IN OTHER NOT KUW 
VEHICLE ROAD UNIQUE CLASS N/A SUMS KEY 

FATAL 1 1 41 161 121 131 86 RAW 
I'- -._ -___T----4 651T-"18.6051 - 13.9531 15.1161 100.000 RPR 
I 1 50.0001 48.4851 26.0871 100.0001 32.331 RPC 

INJURYI 101 41'' 171 341 1 180 RAW 
I 5.5561 2.2221 9.4441 18.8891 1 100.000 RPR 
1 100.0001 50.0001 51.5151 73.9131 1 67.669 RPC 

COLUMN 10 8 J3 46 13 266 RAW 
SUMS 3.759 3.008 12.406 17.293 4.bb7 100.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 - 100.000 100.000 104.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON-RAW-FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE a .290494 E 02 (SIGNIFICANT AT .05 LEVEL[ 
DEGREES OF FREEDOM n 15 

CONT COEF a .320927 

*#• TABLE- TOTALS-;*bi-_ .._-_--­
R AW- 266 



NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT DATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTALS ONLY a ALL 

ROWS * SAMPLE INJURY STATUS COLUMNS PED RACE 

ROW

WHITE BLACK N/A X SUMS KEY


FATAL I 311 311 41 86 RAw 
I 59.3021-'-36.0471 - '4.6511 100.000 RPR 
I 57.3031 23.4851 8.8891 32.!31 kPC 
t -----t-'------1---------I 

INJURYI 381 1011 411 180 RAW 
1 21.1111 56.1111 22.7781 100.000 kPk 
I 42.6971 76.5151 91.1111 67.669 RPC 

COLUMN 89 L32 45 266 RAW 
SUNS 33.459 49.624 16.917 100.000 RPM 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE _ .260517 E 02 (SIGNIFICANT AT OOL LEIIELI 
DEGREES OF FREEDOM • 1 
YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE .246227 E 02 1S16N1F1CANT AT .001 LEVEL) 

CONT COEF . .324731 

*•*** TABLE TOTALS *****

RAM= 266




AEM ORLEANS ACCIDENT OATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPEPIMENTAI,S ONLY - ALL 

ROWS - SAMPLE INJURY STATUS COLUMNS - SPEED LIMIT Al 
CRASH SITE 

NOT 
ATTEMPT ROW 
-ED X 1-15 21-25 26-30 3L-35 36r N/A X SUMS KEY 

FATAL 1 29! 1 61 1 441 2! 51 86 RAW 
1 3347211 -1 6.977! 1 51.1631 2.3261 5.8141 100.000' RPR 
1 34.1181 1 17.6471 1 35.4641 50.0001 83.3331 32.331 RPC 

INJURY! 561 21 281 111 801 21 11 180 RAW 
I 31.1111 1.1111 15.5561 6.1111 44.4441 1.1111 0.5561 100.000 RPR 
1 65.8821 100.0001 82.3531 100.0001 64.5161 50.0001 16.6671 6 1.669 RPC 

COLUMN 85 2 34 11 124 4 6 266 RAW 
SUNS 31055 0.752 12.782 4.135 4o.61.7 1.504 t.256 100.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAM FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE - .106311 E 02 (SIGNIFICANT AT .05 LEVEL[ 
DEGREES OF FREEDOM - 4 

CONT COEF - .239312 

**** TABLE TOTALS'*****--­

RAW- 266




NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT.DATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EKPERIMENTALS ONLY n ALL 

ROWS - SAMPLE INJURY STATUS COLUMNS CULPABILLTY 

ROW 
DRIVER PED BOTH NEITHER N/A x SUMS KEY 

FATAL I 121 561 121 11 51 86 RAW 
1 *13.9531 '- 65.1161 . 13.9531 ,. 1.1631 5.8141 100.000 RPR 
1 30.0001 35.4431 26.6671 10 0.0001 22.12 71 31.331 RPC 
I--------I--------I--------1---------[- ----1 

INJURY1 281 1021 331 I 171 180 RAW 
1 15.5561 56.6671 18.3331 1 9.4441 100.000 RPR 
1 70.0001 64.5571 73.3331 1 11.2131 67.669 RPC 

COLUMN 40 1S8 45 1 22 266 RAM 

SUMS 15.038 59.398 16.917 0.376 8.211 100.000 RPR 
100.000 100.000 ' 100.000 100.000 100.004) 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE - .342144 E O1 
DEGREES OF FREEDOM a 3 

CONT COEF • .117594 

tas«o TABLE TOTALS 
RAW- 266 
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NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT DATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EZPERIMEN!ALS ONLY a ALL 

ROWS • SAMPLE INJURY STATUS COLUMNS ACCIDENT TYPE 
CASE DETEKMINAT1UV 

PED NOT 
TURNING IN OTHER NUT ROW 

TRAPPED VEHICLE ROAD LNIQUE CLASS SUMS KEY 
------I-_•-_­- --_..._. I-­I---­ I--­ -- I ---------1

FATAL 1 LI 11 41 161 121 86 RAW -
I 1.1631 1.1631-`- 4.6511 18.6051 13.9531 100.000 RPR 
1 25.0001 10.0001 50.0001 45.7141 32.4321 32.331 RPC 

INJURY! 31 91 41 191 251 180 RAW 
1 1.6671 5.0001 2.2221 10.5561 13.8891 100.000 RPR 
1 75.0001 90.0001 50.0001 54.2861 67.5681 67.669 RPC 

COLUMN 4 10 8 35 37 2b6 RAW 

SUMS 1.504 3.759 3.008 13.158 13.910 100.000 RPR 
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAM FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE a .213956 E 02 
DEGREES OF :FREEDOM - 16 

CONT COEF a .272849 

•tt*• TABLE TOTALS' •4+M^ 
R AW- 266 



NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT OATA----SUNJECT FILE 

EXPFRIMENTALS ONLY - ALL 

ROWS • SAMPLE INJURY STATUS COLUMNS - SECOND ACCIDENT TYPE 
CASE PETERNINATI0M 

NON PED PEI) Pius 904D 
ACTIV FREEWAY FREEWAY PEO WALK IN NJN- WORK RIM 

IN ROAD' - EXIT CROSS EXIT ROAD ACCID SITE NIA i1JN$ RUU 
1--------1--- ----1---.-----1- ----1---------i---------1---------t-._.,.._--1 

FATAL I 41 41 81 11 1 1 I 691 16 RAN 
1 4.6511 4.6511 9.3021 1.1631 I 1 I 80.2331 100.000 RPR 
1 28.5711 00.0001 88.8891 33.3331 1 1 1 30.2611 23.311 RPC 

111JORT I 101 11 11 21 l1 11 11 1191 190 _ -RA1f 
1 3.5561 0.5561 0.9561 1.1.111 0.5561 2.7781 0.5561 88.3331 100.000 RPR 
I 71.4291 20.0001 11.1111 66.6611 1Q0.00GI 130.0001 100.0001 69.1311 61.669 RPC 

COLUMN 14 5 q 3 t 5 1 228 266 RAW 
SUMS 5.263 1.880 3.383 1.128 0.316 1.880 0,316 85.714 . 100.000 RPR 

-100.000--,100.000--- 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 1009000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE - .169156 E 02 ISIGNIFICANTAt .01 LEVEL$ 
DEGREES OF FREEDOM - 6 

CONT COEF • .559003 

00000 TABLE TOTALS •$SON 
RAW- 266 
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NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT DATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTALS ONLY a ALL 

-cONPcPS ITE PRIMARY 
ROWS a SAMPLE INJURY STATUS COLUMNS PRECIPITATING 

FACTOR 

ROW 
1CEY _.__..

SUMS 

FATAL	 I 199 RAW 
A 100.000 RPR 
3. 33.558 RPC 

INJURY 3q4 RASi 
I 100.000 RPR 
1 66.442 RPC 

COLUMN 593 RAW 
SUMS 100.000 RPR 

1000000- RPC 

CHI SQUARE A788667 E 02 
DEGREES OF FREEDOM - 58 
STANOARI)IZED CHI SQUARE .-193747 -E- Cl (SIGNIFICANT AT .05 LEVEL( 

CONY COEF a ..346708 

++*«* TABLE TOTALS ***** 
RAM- 593 



M Y  ORLEANS 4CCIDENT DATA---SUBJELT F ILE 

UPEPIMENIALS OllLY ALL - . . -  

. . 

S I N S  - SAMPLE INJURY SIATUS COLUMNS - COMPOSI 1E 
PHEOISPOSl& 

. - - . - . - . -. ... . . . - - -- -- . . 
FACTOR 

NOT PE 0 Y E 0  PE D DRIVER UEATMER WEATtIH 
ENOUGH CLD BED PEO 5 P t L  U7nEH U A I v E + 4  OHIVEW SPEC DRIVER V I S J B I -  5LiPP- 

I;---[ 
DATA X AGE ------ ALCOdOL 

8 ------- OAUGS 
1 -------. 

3LSAt3 
5 -------- E 

iI4,LTHS D L 0  A G E  bLCOKlL 
1 -----.-.--- 1 --------I--- 

D I S A R  ---- OTHER 
4 -------- h f f l  

1 --...-- EW Y 
1 -------- 8 

KEY 

CATIL 
- '  

I 3 1 17; 35 i 
2.9131 ---16;505r--  ' 33.9811 

K 18.750l  65,3856 43.2LOI ----- ----- -------.-- 3 

k I 
0.471: 

LCO-OCOl 

2 I 
L ,9+2i '  

22.2221 

: D l  I I 7 1 
Q . 7 i ) q I  $.%Pi[ 6,7961 

9 3 . Y O Y  I 50.0001 53.8486 
- - - I  --------- i---- ---- I -------- 

1 I I 2 1 2 1  
I Od97111 '8.9421. - - i . V 4 2 1  
i 33.3331 16,6671 28.9711 
p ------- - - I  --------- I ------- I 

RhU 
AQR 
R;% 

1WJb)RY 1 
1 

131 
7.9841 

91 
5.389: 

6 6 1  
2 7 , 5 6 5 1  E 

'F 1 
+.I921 

1 i 
iI .5991 

2 1 
0.59'3s 

6 1 
3.5931 

1 I 
0.5991 

2 I 
6.198i 

14 I 
5 . 9 8 8 1 .  

Sf R I M  
2.9941RYA 

1 
re.----:- 

81.2501 -- 34.6151 5Q.7901 , - . . -. - -- .., - . . . .. . . ----.--,l-,-,L, 
; 1P.77Ml 9-5911 50.0001 
J --------- --------- 1 --------[----.--I - 

46.1561 100.QOOI 66.6671 83.3131 -------- ---.----- I--&---t-----;;- 
71*4291 APC. r-- - .- 

COLUMN 16 2 6  8 1 1 9 11 I 13 1 3 12 7 SLY 
SUMS 5-926 

100.000 
9.630 

100.000 
30.000 

100.000 
0,370 

1 0 0 ~ 0 0 0  
3 . 3 3 3  

1 0 U . 0 ~ 0  
4 - O r 4  

150.303 
O.T41 

10J.OOU 
4.815 

100.000 
0.370 

l00 .000  
1.11 1 

IDD.000 
4,444 

l e O - O D 0  
2-59) 

-3OQ.660 
@ P I  
R?C 



k E W  ORLEANS ACCIDENT DATA----SUBJECT F 1LE 

ElPEPIRENThLS ONLY ALL 

COflW Sl T t  
(IOYS - ShllPLE IWURY STATUS COLUMNS = PREDI SPOSlNt; 

F AC TOR 

ENVIUON VEHICLE VEHICLE VEHlLLE UEdlCLE M ~ V I  HEAW E I C b  
PMKEO -CENT PROJClU CESlCN CUNLI. CPND. VEHICLE SlGNAL EXPTRIF  EXPYORK SURE Or- 

'TI CARS OTHER SEARCH NF S NF S BRPUES OTHER TIMING CONTROL ON AUTO OTHEll ---FkCTM -' - -- 
I I------ I---[-- ----- -1 ------- 1 -----I ------- --I --------- I ----- 1 ------- -1 ------- -1----I----1 

W FATAL I 3 I 4 I 1 I 1 3 1 4 1 I 1. 1 2 1 3 1 21 W U  
W 1 2,913X 3.8831 0.9111 1 2.9131 3.8831 t I I 1.9421 2.9131 1;PUIAQR 

1 13.6361 21.0531 LOO.OOOI 1 75.0001 66,6671 t I 1 40.0001 13-6361 100.00DI-UPC 
I---I---- I -------- I ----- I ------ l------- I -------- 1 -------I-* ----- 1- -----I---[- ----- - 1 

fllNRT I 19 1 151 I 11 I I 2 1 1 I 4 I 1 I I I 191 I RAW 
I 1k.3TT1 8.9621 1 0.5991 0.5991 1.1981 ' 0.5991 2.3951 0.5991 1.7961 11.1771 I UPR 
1 86.3641 18.9411 I 100.0001 25.0001 33.3331 100-0001 100.0001 100.0001 60.0001 06.3641 I RCC 
1 -------I 1 ------- 1 ------- 1 -------I 1 ---------I ------- I --------- 2 --------I ------ I------ I 

COLUMN 22 19 I 1 4 6 I 4 i 5 22 2 aaa 
SUMS Bm14B 7.031 0.370 0.370 1.4&41 2.222 0.370 1- 48 1 0.370 1.052 8.140 0.141 W R  

1UU.UOO 100.000 1 0 0 ~ 0 0 0  100.000 100.000 100,000 100.000 100o000 1 0 0 ~ 0 0 0  [ T W . O O O ~ ' ~ T W . O O C ~ ~ - T 0 O ~ ~ O O - ~ F C  



REM ORLEANS ACCIDENT DATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTALS ONLY • ALL 

COMPOSITE 
ROWS 4 SAMPLE INJURY STATUS COLUMNS • PREOISFOSING 

FACTOR 

ROW

SUMS ._ KEY


FATAL 1 103 RAW 
V-100 -000 

38.148 RPC 

INJURY I	 16T RAW 
I 100.000 RPR 
1 61.852 RPC 

COLUMN	 270 RAW 
SUMS 100.000 RPk 

100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE m .556697 E 02 (SIGNIFICANT Al .001 LEVEL$ 
DEGREES OF FREEDOM n 22 

CONT COEI a .423994 

•*000 TABLE "TOTALS 
RAW- 270 



APPENDIX G 

Pedestrian Victim versus the Best Age/Sex Control


Subject (who returned a questionnaire) for


Mortimer-Filkins Data Part 1 and Part 2


Key: 

Experimental - the pedestrian victims studied in 

this project 

Best Age/Sex W/Q - best age, sex matched control sub­

ject who returned a questionnaire 

RAW - actual frequency 

RPR - frequency as percent of row total 

RPC - frequency as percent of column total 

N.B. - Statistics presented at the bottom of each 

table are not necessarily appropriate since 

all size requirements are not always met in 

the tables. Also, rows and/or columns labeled 

"N/A," "other" and "x" do not enter statistical 

computations. 



fEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ 
-ROWS - BEST A-GE/SEX Cfti/MN5 0 - -F-MARITAL -STA7US­

WITH QUESTIONNAIRE 

NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT CCMPLE- NEVER SEPAR- DIVOR- COMMON POW 
-ED X TED X MARRIED ATED CEO WIDCWED LAW MARRIED SUMS KEY 

- I-------i ---1--- -- I---- -1 1--- -- { 1 -{.-- - ­
IXPERI-1 1351 571 201 101 61 21 31 of 241 RAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.6511 8.2991 4.1491 2.490! 0.8301 1.2451 3.3201 100.000 RPR 
-...---- --1 100.0001 100.0001 29.4121 62.5001 60.0001 25.0001 7590001 21.0531 71.726 RPC 

BEST I 1 1 481 6! 41 61 ti 301 95 RAW 
-*6f/SEkfi - -t- ------ f ---50.526E--- 6.-!161 - 4.2111- E.3i61 - -4.60531 - 31.5741 •100.000 APR 

W/0 I 1 1 70.5881 37.5001 40.0001 75.0001 25.0001 78.4471 2E.274 RRC 
I---------1----------1--------I--------I---------1---------1---------I--------I 

COLUMN - - 135 57 - 68 16 10 8 -- 4 38 336 RAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 20.238 4.762 2.976 2.381 1.190 11.310 100.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 1000000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

-fMi SQUARE - .155596 E 02 fSIGNIfiCANT AT .0l LEVEL) 
CEGPEES OF FREEDOM . 5 

f s a3t 2Yf5-- ­

NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/

-ROWS--- 8ES-T-AGE/SEX - COLUMNS - N-f-W!0 On YOU


WITH OUESTICNIAIRE LIVE WITH?


NOT NOT WITH WITF WITH 
ATTEMPT CCMPLE- WITH OTHER WIFE/ EX-WIFE POW 

-ED X TED X ALCNE FRIENC REL AT. HUSBAND HUSBAND N!A X SUMS KEY 
1.^ -1---------!---------! --{ 4-_l I--------i-- ---1 

FXPERI-I 1351 571 91 71 221 101 1 11 241 PAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.65 ([ 3.7341 2.9051 9.1291 4.1491 I 0.4151 100.000 RPR 

i 100.0001 100.0001 30.0001 38.5851 40.0001 27.0271 1 34.3331 71.726 RPC 
I------__..I---_.»---I------.-_I---------I---------I--------I--------1---------I 

BEST I 1 I 211 111 331 27! 11 21 95 RAW 
-ftBEtsr-X - - i --F 22.1051 11.5-79{ - 34.E-371 28.4211- - -1-00531 2. [O4I - 1009-000 * RR 

W/0 I 1 70.0001 61.1111 6C.000I 72.5731 100.0001 66.667( 28.274 RPC 

-tot UMN 135 57 30 18 55 37 1 3 336' RAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 80929 5.357 16.369 11.012 0.298 0.E93 100.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 1000000 IOC.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE _ .260314 E 01

C'EGREES CF FREEDOM - 4


Y017t--CGle -x^-o Y3#63-8--. 

G-2




NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F HCW MANY TIMES 
-*0`W-Ss---BEST--A6f/SEX-_- - -EOLUMNS --- -01VORCE-CONSIDERE9 

WITH QUESTIONNAIRE IN PAST 2 YEARS? 

NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT CCMPLE- NO ANS ROW 
-ED X TED X X 0 1 2 3 SUMS KEY 

EXPERI-I 1351 571 371 6I 31 3I 1 241 PAU 
MENTAL 1 56.017! 23o6!11 15.3531 2.490I 1.2451 1.2451 1 100.000 APR 

1 -100.0001 100.0001 37.7551 17.143I 75.0004 -58.8001 1 71.726 RPC 
I^^-----I---------I---------I- ---I---------I--------1---------I 

BEST I 1 1 611 291 1I 3I 11 95 PAW 
-A6ft5fitt-- - -I - -----I --^4. t I -30. 5?61 --1.953[ -- 1i-&I----1.0531-1 

M/Q I I I 62.2451 82. E571 25.0001 50.0001 100.0001 28.274 RPC 
I ----I---------1---------I----•----I---------I---------I---------I 

57 98 -- .....- 35 4. .. 6 ..__.... 1- - 336 R.Ab 
SUMS 40.179 16.9!4 29.167 10.417 1.190 1.786 0.298 100.000 RPR 

100.000 1000000 100.000 100.000 10 0.000 100.000 100.000 100. C00 PPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

-CHI -SQUARE - -.854768 E Ot- (SIGNIf-ICANT AT .05--tEVEt) -­
DEGREES CF FREEDOM - 3 

(ON; cvfF - .3958'! ­

NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F

.POia5 -BEST AGE/SEX COLUMNS • ARE YOU OFTEN


WITH QUESTIONNAIRE THREATENED W/DIVORCE


NOT NUT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ POW 
-ED X TED X X YES NO SUMS KEY 

.. I-- _1^_,.^--_I -----1^ ^.1r.- .. -I- • -._------- -- ...... 

EXPERI-I 135I 571 371 1 121 241 RAW 
MENTAI 1 56.017I 23.651I 15.3531 I 4.979I 100.000 PPR 

[ 100.-0001 100.0E0-1 38.5421 1 26.6671 - 73.726 -PPC 
1---------I---------I---------i--------I---------! 

BEST I 1 1 591 31 331 95 RAW 
AGfISf*1 -----t - ._ -----t 16 2.101}-- 3.15E1---__ 34.7371---;4&.800--1+P0-­
W/0 I 1 1 61.4581 100.000I 73.3331 28.274 RPC 

COLUMN 135 57 96 3 45 - 336 -RAW-­
SUMS 40.179 16.964 28.571 0.E93 13.393 100.000 PPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

C4I SQUARE - .106667 E-- 01-- ­

DEGREES OF FREEDOM - 1

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE - .118518


CONT COEF - .147442 



PEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT F ILE 

EXPER!MENTAL/ M-F


RDWS + BEST AGF/SEX Cr'LUilNS - W1Ff/HUSU4ND HEALTH


WITH OUEST!ONNAIRE G00D


NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COMP!-E- NO ANS TRUE/ -FALSE/ POW 
-ED X TED X x YES NO SLMS KEY 

I--.--' --1.,- . ̂ __ y»_..._---- 1--- --1--------- I 
EXPERT-I 1351 571 351 121 21 241 PAW 
MENTAL 1 56,0171 2i.'51! 14.5231 4.575I Oo8391 100.000 APR 

I 100.0001 1 00.010 01 39.0431 28.571! 2000001 71.726 RPC 

BEST I T 1 571 301 81 95 RAW 
AGt fff x 1 I 1 6000001 - 31. 579! 8.-4211 100.000 APR 
W/0 I 1 I 61.957! 71.4291 80.0001 28.274 RPC 

1-^----•-- I-------° I---------l-----,-_--I---------I 
COLUMN 135- 57 92 42 10 336 RAW 

SUMS 40.179 16.564 27.38; 12,500 2.976 100.003 PPR 
100.0010 100.000 100.000 100.(00 100.000 100.000 PPC 

STATISTICS BASED FN RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE _ .301.611

CFGREES C6• FREEDOM - 1

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE .232725 E -01


CONT CUFF s ^75S397 F -01 

PEW ORLEANS ACCICE1•iT E Tt----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F 
-P'OW5-BE-ST Af,F/SEli Cf.`i.W4NS a CURRERTLY 

WITH QUCSTICNNAIRF - EMPLOYED? 

NOT NUT 
ATTFf11PT COMPI..E- 140 ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ ROW 
-ED X TED 9 x YES NO SUMS KEY 

EXPER!-I 1'^51 571 1 191 301 241 RAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 ?3.E511 1 7.f841 12.4481 100.000 RPR 

-_ _- I 100.000! 100.0001 1 26e 3891 42.8571 7Ic.726 RPC 

BEST I 1 1 21 531 401 95 RAW 
ASEfSf*f -- i -1 2.£OSf- 55,7891----42w4-M4-- 100.000-RPA-­
W/ Q I I I 10000001 73.61 11 5 7.1431 28.274 RPC 

1s--_......_..I--------- 1---------I----------I---------I 
COLUMN 135 57 2 72 70 336 RAW 

SUMS It O.I79 16.964 0e595 21.429 20.833 100.000 RPR 
1000000 100,000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

C41 SQUARE - 0#255+27 E 01 (SIGNIFICANT AT •05 LEVELI

DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 1

YATES CORRECTED Ci SQUARE E .356174 E 01


CONT COEF a .170650 



?EW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ 
--bows' _- BEST AGE/SFX CCLUMNS - M-F---

WITh QUESTIONNAIRE 00 YOL SMOKE? 

NOT- - - - NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ POW 

-ED X TED X x YES NO SUMS KEY 

FXPERI-I 1351 571 1 341 151 241 RAW 
MENTAL 1 56.017E 23.E5 II I 14.1081 6.2241 IOC.OC3 PPR 

1 100.0001 100.0001 1 40.664I 25.0001 71.726 PPC 

BEST I I I II '49I 451 95 RAW 
AGE/SE" f f- - 1.0531 - 51.5791 47.3681 +-0C.000 RAR 
k/0 I i 1 100.0001 59.0361 75.0001 28.274 RPC 

1---------I---------I--------i---------I---------I 
COLUMN 135 57 1 83 60 ?36 PAw 

SUMS 40.179 16.964 0.298 24.702 17.857 100.000 PPR 
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 ICO.000 FPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

-CHI SQUARE _ .394019 E CI !SIGNIFICANT AT •05 LEVEL)

DEGREES CF FREEDOM n 1

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE n .326332 E OL


(Ohl COEF + .163753 



F F U  OCLFCNS ACCICENT CBTI----5IIIIJECT F I L E  

EXPER IMFNTAL / 
--PnwS = BEST A f r f f S E X  C t L U M N S  -c P-F NUMBER Of O A C U S  

h1TH OllESTlCNNAl RE SMCKEC PFP W F E K  

NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COUPLE- hO A N S  

f----I---T 
-EO X TED X X .---- r) 

1 ------- I ------ 2 
[---I 

3 ------ 4 
1 ------ 1 ---- 5 

1---1-.--.---1 
6 6 + 

E X  PER I- I 1 3 5 1  5 7 1  ! I 16 1 4 1 4 1 41  7 I 3 I 3 1 8 1 
MENTAl 1 56cr1171 23.6'11 3.4151 L o t 3 5 1  ?.32?'1 l e t t o 1  I e 6 t O l  OoF3CI l s 7 L 5 1  1.2451 3.3201 

I 180.0001 100.000 1 14.2 861 26.2301 6 te 467! 36.3641 57.1431 5& 0 0 0 1  5CoOCiOl ---- I -1 ------ 1 -------; ---.--- f --...------; -.------- 1 -.------- I ------ 1---1--'-[----- 
7 5 r 0 0 0 1  25 rPOOI  

1 
BEST I I t 6 I 4 5 I 41 , .  7 1  3 1 2 1 3 1 

- -SC€f i f * f  -: 1 i t e 3 1 t !  s7e36PC 4.2111 7.3681 3.158i 2 - 1 9 5 1  3 r l s 8 I  
h / O  I 1 1 85.?141 73.7701 33.3331 6 3 r t 3 6 f  42.3571 5J.0001 5C-0001 

I -------- 1 --------I -------- I ------- 1 ------- 1 -------I -------- ------- 1 ----!---I 
C OLtJW 1 3 5  5 7 7 6 1 12  I ' 7 4 6 

1 I 24 1 
100531  25.263: 

25.0001 75.0001 ------ I 

4 3 2 
S U ~ S  40.179 16.964 2.083 18.155 3.571 . 3.274 2.083 I. 150 1.786 1. 1 9 0  3.524 

1001000 lCOeOOO 100.000 P00.000 1 3 0 - 0 0 9  100.000 lOOe030 100. COO l OOeOOC 
- - . . . . . -. . - . . . .. ... . 

1001000 100.000 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAY FREQUENCY 



NEW ORLEANS ACCiOENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ 
- POWS = BEST AGE/SEX COLUMNS = M-F 

WITH QUESTIONNAIRE EVER ARRESTED? 

NOT NUT 
ATTEMPT COMPLF- TRUE/ FALSE/ ROW 
-ED X TED X YES NO SUMS KEY 

- 1--- - I------•1 -- I - - I ­

EXPERI-I 1351 °71 211 281 241 RAW

MENTAL I 56.0171 23.6511 8.7141 11,6181 130.000 RPP


1 100.0001 100.00I 4260001 29.78 71 71.726 RPC 
1---------I---------I--------I---------1 

BEST I 1 1 291 66I 
1_.. ___----1-----30.5-26I- -69.4741 

55 RAW 
100.000 RPq-- 3 S b 

M/ 0 I 1 1 58.0001 70.2131 2 8.214 RPC 
I--------- I---------1------- I-------=- I 

-COLUMN - 135 57 50 94 336 RAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.564 14.881 27.476 100.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000. RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE - .216855 E 01

DEGREES CF FRFEDCM = 1

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE _ .165864 E 01


CONT COEF a .121803 

NEW ORLEANS ACCICFNT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F

--ROWS-- -BEST-AG-E/-SfX CftUMNS - -AE[A*-IYES {1PS F1•­


WITH QUESTIONNAIRE WITH WAY YOU LIVE?


NOT NOT ­
ATTEMPT CCMPLE- TRUE/ FALSE/ POW 

-ED X TED X YES NO SUMS KEY 
- - -t 1 i _ •t-- ----t.. ._ - - ­


EXPERI-I 1351 57I 6! 431 241 RAW

MENTAL I 56.017! 23.651! 2.4901 17.8421 100.000 RPR


I -- 100.0001 100.0001 _ 22.2221 36.1521 71.726- RPC

I ----- I--------- I-------1-------- I


BEST I I I 211 741 95 RAW

.E93I---+00-000----RPR­


W/ 0 I 1 1 77.7781 63.2481 28o274 RPC


COLUMN 135 51-- - - 27 I17 336 RAW­

SUMS 40.179 16.964 8.036 34.821 100.000 RPR


100.000 100.000 100.000 100. C00 1000000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

C41 SQUARE _ .206309 E 01

CEGREES OF FRFEDCM a 1

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE _ .146661 E 01


CONT COEF a .118847 



kFW ORLEANS ACCICENT CATA---- SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/

POWS - BEST AGE/SEX COLUMNS - 1-F


WITH QUESTIONNAIRE INCOME SUFFICIENT?


NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ POW 

-EO X TED X x YES NO SUMS KEY 
---I -I 

EXPERI-I 1351 57T 11 261 221 241 RAW 
MENTAL 1 56.017! 23.6511 0.4151 10.7881 9.1291 100.000 PPR 

I 100.0001 tO0.0001 100.0001 35.1351 31.8841 71.726 RPC 
1---------I---------1-------- I----- 1---------I 

BEST I I 1 1 481 4T! 95 RAW 
- AGftffi-1	 - 7 -i - - f------5O.-524I - 4-9&4141 1*'C.000 -RPP 

1./C t I I I 64. E651 68.1161 2E.274 RPC 

COLUMN 135 - 57 1 74 69 336 RAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 0.298 22.024 20.536 1('0.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 ZCC.000 PPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE _ . 169241

DFGPEES OF FRFEDCM = 1

YATES CCRRECTFD CM! SQUARE .548471 E -01


CONT COEF - .343818 F -Cl 

PEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F

ROWS - BEST ACE/SF)( COLUMNS • ROTHEREC PY


WITH QUESTIONNAIRE NERVOLSNESS?


NOT NCT 
ATTEMPT COMPLF- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ POW 
-ED X TED X X YES NO SUMS KEY 

EXPERI-I 1351 571 it 111 371 241 PAW 
MENTAL I 56,017! 23.651! 0.4151 4.5641 15.353! 100.000 RPR 

1 100.0001 100.0001 100.0001 25.5811 37,000! 76726 RPC 

BE ST I I I 1 321 631 95 RAw 
AGE/SEX ! { I 1 -33.6841 66.316! 1040.000 APR 
► /C I I I I 74.4191 63.0001 28.214 PPC 

I--------- [---------I--------- 1--------I---------I 
COLUMN	 135 57 1 43 100 336 RAW 

SUMS 40.179 16.564 0.298 12.798 29.162 IOC.000 RPR 
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 PPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

EMI SQUARE * .175819 E 01 
DEGREES CF FREEDOM = I 
YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE _ .128341 E 01 

CONT COEF - .110207 



PFW OF LE At S ACCIDENT CATA---- SUBJECT F ILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ N-F 

PAWS • BEST AGF/SEX COLUMNS • JUDGMENT IS BETTER 
.Wirt OUESTICNNAIRE THAN EVER? 

NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- AC ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ POW 

-ED X TED X X YES NO SUMS KEY 
i---- I ---I--- --I---------1---- I 

FXPERI-1 1351 571 1 331 161 241 RAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.6511 I 13.6931 6.6391 100.000 NPR 

I 100.0001 100.0001 1 33.4731 35.5561 71.726 PPG 

BEST I I i It 651 291 95 RAw 
AGffSfxI--- - -- - i _ i 1.053+ 68^r421I 30.5261 _ 4BG.0O0 PPA 
W/0 I I 1 100.0001 66.3271 64.4441 2E.274 RPC 

I--------- I--------- I-------- i-------- I--------- I 
COLUMN 135 57 - 1 S8 45 336 PAw 

SUMS 40.179 16.964 0.298 29.167 13.393 100.000 PPR 
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE - .4e4986 E -01 
CEGREES OF FREEDOM • 1 
YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE _ .931041 E -03 

CONT CCEF • .184129 E -01 

NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ N-F

ROWS - BEST AGE/SEX COLUMNS = RECENTLY UNDFPGONF


WITH QUESTIONNAIRE GREAT STRESS?


NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FAL SE/ ROW 
-ED K TED X X YES NO SUMS KEY 

-i---------I--- --1-- --1-- I___I 
EXPERI-I 1351 571 1 171 321 241 RAW 
MENTAL I 56.017! 23.65 11 I 7. 054I 1 3.2781 100.000 PPR 

1 100.0001 100.0001 1 27.4191 39.5061 71.726 PPC 
I--------- I--------- I---------1-------- i--------- I 

BEST I I I 11 451 491 95 RAW 
-ASE/SfX•1 - ------ ---f -- ----- --1- - -1.053[- -47.3681 51.5791 -l00.000 PPR 
10 0 I 1 1 100.000! 72. 5811 60.4941 28.274 PPC 

I--------I---------I---------I--------I---------I 
COLUMN 135 57 1 62 31 336 RAW 

SUMS 40.179 16.964 0.298 18.452 24.IC7 IOC.000 RPR 
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SCUARE • .227718 F 01

(EGRESS CF FRFEDCM • I

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE • .177278 E 01


CONT COEF • .125215 



NEW OFLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJFCT FILE 

EXPER IMENTAL/ M-F

TOMS - BEST Af,F/SEX COLUMNS • TAKE CISAPPOINTMENTS


WITH QUESTIONNAIRE BADLY?


NOT NOT 
ATTFMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ ROM 
-ED X TED X X YES NO SLMS KEY 

FXPERI-I 1151 171 1 151 341 241 RAW 
MENTAL I 56.017E 23.E°11 1 6.2241 14.1081 100.000 RPR 

1- -100.0001 100.00011 1 34.e841 -34.0001 -71.726 APC 

BEST I I I It 281 661 95 RAW 
!6f/SEIU- i- -i -- I.053I -29.-414! 69.4741-----1.0&.000---APR­
IQ'/0 I I 1 100.0001 65.1161 66.0001 28.274 RPC 

I-------- I--------- !---- ----- I--------- I--- ----- I 
COLUMN 135 57- - --- I --- 43 100 336 RAW 

SLIMS 40.179 16.964 0.298 12.798 29.762 10C.CO0 RPR 
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

C41 SQUARE s *104258-t -01

CFGREES OF FREEDOM • I

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE - .810276 E -02


CONY COEF • .853830 F -02 

PEW OPLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F

ROWS - BEST Af;E/SEX CELUMNS • HAVE- tCNG PER (0OS


WITH QUESTIONNAIRE CF RESTLESSNESS?


NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT CCMPLE- TRUE/ FALSE/ POW 
-ED X TED X YES NO SUMS KEY 

E X PER I- I 1351 571 81 411 241 RAW 
MENTAL I 56.0171 23.6511 3.3201 17.C121 100.000 RPR 

I - 100.0001 100.0001- -22.2221 37.5631 71.726 RPC 
1---------1---------1- ------I---------I 

BEST I t I 281 611 95 RAW 
-*0f/Sf 1--- - -I- -1 -29.-41 T4r'261 - e .-e 39 --RPP­

W/ Q I 1 1 77.7781 62.0371 26o274 RPC 

.COLUMN 135 57 36- 108 336 RAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 10.714 32,143 1000000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS, BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

Ci[ SQUARE • .298002 E 01

DEGREES CF FRFEDOM • 1

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE - .232008 E 01


CONT COEF - .142390 



tFW ORLEANS ACCIDENT rATA----SUBJECT F ILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ 
-"WS - 9fS-T- AGFtSEx COtUMNS- - M-F-­

WITH QUESTIONNAIRE CFTEN SAC? 

NOT NOT -
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ ROW 
-ED X TED X 

1-------- T---
X YES NO 

-1-.._ ----1--^ 1-- -1.. 
SUMS KEY 

- . _ _ ._ 
EXPERT- I 1351 571 1 1 I i ! 371 241 RAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.E5 %1 0.4151 4.5E41 15.3531 10C.000 PPR 

- - - . - I 100.0001 100.$001 - -500001- - 30.5561 34.9061 7:19726 RPC 

BEST I I I 11 251 691 95 RAW 
-AGf /Still ------ E - 1- - {r053f -s26. ? l6f 2.632f -x-06.000-- RPR-

b/0 I 1 1 50.0001 69.444! 65.094! 2e.274 RPC 
I-------- I---------1------- -- f--------- I ---- ----- I 

--COLUMN- 135 57 2 - - 36 106 336 RAM 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 0.595 10.714 31.548 100.000 PPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CN! SQUARE n .227262 __­


DEGREES CF FRFEDCM • 1

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE • •744317 E -01


CONT COEF • .399735 E -01 

PFW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA---- SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F 
ROWS = BEST- AGE/SEX COLUMNS = CARR1-ED ON ACTIVITY 

WITH QUESTIONNAIRE WITHOUT REMEMBERING? 

NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT CCPPLE- TRUE/ FALSE/ ROW 
-ED X TED X YES NO SUMS KEY 

- [ f -I- --f- I 
EX PER I-! 1351 571 51 441 241 RAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.E!!! 2.0751 18.257! 100.000 RPR 

-- I 100.0001 100.0001 35.7141 33.E461 71.726 AP-C­

BEST I I 1 91 86! S5 RAW

AGE t5f*t - ---1'--- 9.474E _ -90.!2-6I- - 440w969 --P4LR ­

M/Q I I I 64o2861 66.1541 28o274 RPC


I---------1--------- I--- -- I------- I 
fOLUMN 135 - V5-7- 14 . . ....130 336 RAW 

SUMS 40.179 16.964 4.167 38.690 100.000 RPR 
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE _ .156485 E-03

DEGREES OF FREEDOM • I

YATES CCRRECTEO CHI SQUARE = .245436 E -01


CONT COEF • •116803 E -01 



NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATO----SUBJECT F ILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F 
-ROWS - BEST A6F/SEX COLUMNS . HAVE- A LOT 

WITH QUESTICNNAIRE CF WORRIES? 

NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ ROW 

-ED X TED X X YES NO SLIMS KEY 

EXPERT-I 1351 571 11 91 391 241 RAW 
MENTAL I 56.0171 23.6'11 0.4151 3.7341 16.L831 100.000 FPR 

-f - -100.000E 100.000E - 100.0001 -- 27,.2731 31.4551 . -7.1.-726 APC 
I ----- I-------- I------- I --- I--------- I 

BEST I I I 1 241 711 95 RAW 
25.-2631------7-4e-7371- -.}00.600--RPAr-

W/ Q I I 1 1 72. 727I 64.5451 28.274 RPC 
I---------1--------I-- --t---------I---------I 

COLUMN - 135 ---- _ --57--- _ t. ..__. --33 110 336- RAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 0.298 9.821 32.738 100.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

C-1I SQUARE - .?62039

I`EGREFS CF FREEDOM . I

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE . .439296


CONY COEF - .728059 E -01 

NEW ORLEANS ACCICENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL / M-F 
-ROWS - BEST AGE/SEX COLUMNS • HAVE--TROUBLE 

WITH OUFSTICNNAIRE SLEEPING? 

NOT NOT ­
ATTEMPT COMPLF- NC ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ ROW 

-ED X TED X X YES NO SUNS KEY 
- I-_.__----1^ --- f f---------- I - I - -- - - -- -- ­
EXPFRI-l 1351 571 11 91 391 241 RAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.6511 0.4151 3.7341 16.1831 100.000 PPR 

- I -100.0001 100.0001 50.0001 31.0341 34.5131 71.726 RPC 

BEST I I I 11 201 741 95 RAW 
AGf/Sfitl - - I f - -I 0-531- ----21.0531 77.-8551- --100.000---APR­
W/Q I I 1 50.0001 68.5661 - 65.4871 28.214 RPC 

I--,--.-----1---------1------°-- I--------1---------I 
-C9t.UMN 135- 57 2 29 113 236 RAW 

SUMS 40.179 16.964 0.595 8.631 33.631 100.000 RPR 
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 LOC.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

CMI SQUARE - .124811

DEGREES OF FREEDOM . I

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE . .177574 E -01


CONT COEF • .296341 E -01 



NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F 
-*OWS- -z BEST- AGEtS-EX - - COLUMNS • Mf)OER-ATE IN 

WITH QUESTIONNAIRE ALL YOUR HABITS? 

NOT - NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ POW 

I 
-ED X TED X X 

-- -- -f,--------- I---------1 
YES 

I 
NO SUMS 

-f ... -----.. 
KEY
_ 

EXPFRI-I 135! 571 11 281 201 241 RAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.6511 0.4151 11.6181 8.2991 100.000 RPR 

I 100.0001- 100.0001 33.3-331 2805711 46.5121 71.-126 PPC 
I--------- !--------- I--------- I- --- I--------- I 

BEST I 1 1 21 7CI 231 95 RAW 
A6Et5fX 1 -- -i-- - _-T--.--2.0-51 ----13.6841 -- 24.211-I- ---30--.000---APR ­
W/Q I 1 1 66.6671 71.4291 53.4881 28.274 PPC 

COLUMN _ 135 - - 517 ---- 3 98- 43 336 RAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 0.893 29.167 12.758 100.000 PPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 10 0.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE - .428394 E 01 - ISIGNIFICANT AT .05 LEVEL)

DEGREES OF FREEDOM = I

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE • 9352221 E O1


CONT COEF - .171717 

NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F

PAWS - BEST AGFtSEX COLUMNS • PAVE ABNORMAL


WITH OUESTICNNAIRE PROBLEMS?


NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NC ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ ROw 
-ED X TED X x YES NO SUMS KEY 

- !..^ -----!--------I---------i- I I 
EXPFRI-! 1351 571 11 31 451 241 RAW 
MENTAL I 56.0171 23.6511 0.4151 1.2451 18.6721 IOC.000 FPR 

1 100.0001 100.0001 50.000! 15.000! 36.8851 -71.726 RAC 
I---------I---------I---------I- ----l---------I 

BEST I I 1 11 171 771 95 RAW 
AGEtSETtfi I } 1.0531 1-7.-6951 84 *0531 1-98.4" RPR 
W/Q I I 1 50.0001 85.0001 63.115! 28.274 RPC 

COLUMN L35 57 2 20 122 336 RAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 0.595 5.952 36.310 100.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE • .367800 E 01 
DEGREES CF FREEDCM a 1 
YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE • .276497 E 01 

CONY COEF • .158895 



NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA---- SUBJECT FILE 

ExPER IMENTAI /­ M-F 
ROWS - PEST ACE/SEX CI'I.UMNS - LIVED TFF RIGI-T 

WITH QUESTIONNAIRE KIND OF LIFE? 

NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT CCMPLE­ NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ POW 
-E D•x TED X x YES NO SUMS KEY 

EXPERI-1 1351 571 11 371 111 241 RAW 
MENTAL I 56.0171 23.651! 0.4151 15.353! 4.5641 100.000 RPR 

- t 100.0001 - 100.0001­ 33.3331 35.13E I 30.5561 - 741.726 - MPG­
1----------1---- --- I--------- I-------- I-------- I 

PEST I 1 1 21 681 251 95 RAW 
-ASH-5E --- -t- - --I -- 3.145f --7}r'57.9 -f - 26.3164 -}$0.f811- A_ 
W/ 0 1 1 1 66.667 1 64. 762I 69.4441 28.274 RPC 

l---------1---------1-------- I------- I---------I 
-fOLtWN­ 135 57 3 105 36 336 -PAW 

SUMS 40.179 16.964. 0.893 31.250 1 C.714 100.000 PPR 
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 PPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CM I SQUARE - -.26178 E 
CEGREES CF FREEDOM - 1 
YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE - .947767 E -01 

CONT COEF - .430489 E -01 

NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA---- SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F 
-TOWS- - OFST--AGf/SEX CCttJMNS - HOME- IS AS HAPPY­

WITH QUEST!CNNAIRE AS IT SI'CULD BE? 

- NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT CCMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ POW 
-ED X TED X X YES NO SUMS KEY 

EXPFRI-I 1351 571 11 34! 141 241 RAW 

MENTAL I 56.0171 23.1! 0.4151 14. 10 81 5.8091 1 OC.000 RPR 
1 100.0001 100.0001 100.000E 38.6361 25.4551 71.726 RPC 

BEST I ! 1 1 541 411 95 RAW 
A6FtSEftt- I - I- -1 -- -'16. 842-1 - ♦3.-1581 -1(}O.OA4 --APA 
W/0 1 I I I 61.3641 74.5451 28.274 RPC 

I------.. I--------- I----- --- I--------- I--------- I 
COLUMN 135 57'- 1 88 55 336 AA6 

SUMS 40.179 16.964 0.298 26.190 16.369 100.000 PPR 
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SCUARE - .263734 E Cl 
CEGREES OF FREEDCM - I 
YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE - .207934 E 01 

CONT COEF - .134570 



KEW ORLEANS ACCICENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F

PDMS BEST ACF/SEx COLUMNS n DOES-CRINKING -ELP


WITH QUESTIONNAIRE YOU MAKE FRIENDS?


NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ POW 
-ED X TED X X YES NG SUMS KEY 

EXPERT-[ 1351 511 1I 6I 421 241 RAW 
MENTAL I 56.017I 23,651[ 0.4151 2o490I 17.4271 10C.000 RPR 

I 100.0001 100.0001- 33.3331 260C87I 35.5S3I - -71.126 APC 
I ------ I--------- I..^..-- --- I-------- I---------I 

BEST I I 1 21 171 761 95 PAW 
*G F Sf it1 - -i - - i - - 2.^ O Sf l ^r B 451 - 8-0.000I ---T-00.-000 - 41pa­
W/0 I 

I-_-
1 I f6.667I 73.4131 64.4C71 

-!--'----,---1----...---1A--------I_--------I 
2E.274 PPC 

COLUMN 135 - - 57 - - - - 3 - 23 Ile 336 RAW 
SUMS 400179 160964 0.893 6,€45 35.119 100.000 RPR 

100.000 1000000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE _ .774684

DEGREES CF FREEDOM 9 1

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE 0409155


CONT CGEF w .739201 E -01 

NEW ORLEANS ACCIDFNT CAIA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F

11fli1^ - BE AGE/Sfft COLUMNS - MUCt+ Of TIME


WITH QUESTIONNAIRE YOU FEEL EVIL?


N01 NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ POW 
-ED K TED X X YES NO SUMS KEY 

FXPERI-I 1351 571 11 31 451 241 RAW 
MENTAL 1 56,0171 23.651T 0.4151 1.2451 18.6721 ICO.000 PPR 

I 106.000-1 100.0001 10.0.0091 16.-6611 36.0001 --71.726 - PPC 

BEST I I 1 1 151 801 95 RAW 
-*6f "f* f- -- -- I - I ---f- ---15,-789 E 81.2 i i i - O -000 -APA 

W/0 I I 1 1 83.3331 64.0001 28.274 PPC 

fOLLMN 13-5 54 -- 1 - - 1B 125 336 PAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 0.298 5.357 37.202 100.000 RPR 

100.000 1000000 100.000 1004000 100.000 IOC.000 PPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON PAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE : .269734 E 01

DEGREES CF FREEDCM • 1

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE a 0184161 E 01


CONT CGEF . .134570 



P:Eb ORLEANS ACCICENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F 
R41t5 * SEST AGE/SEX COLUMNS • CREDITORS ARE TOO­

WITH QUESTICNNAIRE QUICK TC BOTHER? 

NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT CCMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ ROW 
-ED X TED X X YES NO SUMS KEY 

I ---1 
FXPERI-1 1351 571 41 121 33I 241 RAW 
MENTAL I 56.017I 23.6511 1.660I 4.5751 13* 6931 100.000 RPR 

I --- 100o00101-- }06. OI 44.4441 40.0001 31.429I - 71.726 &PC 

PFST I 1 1 51 181 721 95 RAW 

W/Q I 1 1 55.5561 60•000I 68.5711 28.274 PPC 
I---------I--------1---------1--------I---•--- -I 

COLUMN -- 135 - 57 9 - 30 105 336 RAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 2.679 8.929 31.250 1CC.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 PPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

C41 SQUARE ---.771425- . 
LEGREES OF FREEDOM - I 
YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE - .433929 

CONT COEF - .753778 E -01 

PFW ORLEANS ACCICENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F 
ROWS - BEST AGE/SEX CCLUMNS • %ISH YOU COULD BE 

WITH QUESTIONNAIRE AS HAPPY AS OTHERS? 

NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT CCMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ POW 
-ED X TED X X YES NO SLMS KEY 

FX PER 1-I 1351 571 21 221 251 241 RAW 
MENTAL I 56.017I 23.6511 0.8301 9.1291 10.3731 ICC.000 RPR 

- I 100.0001 100.0001 100.0001 34.5211 31.6461 71.726 PPG 

BEST I I 1 I 411 541 95 RAW 
AOftSEXt ------ -- --- -f- ------ t -- -- - - - i - - 43.1561 - 5698421 - 10-G.0" - RPR-­
W/0 I I I I 65.C791 68.3541 28.274 PPC 

COLUMN 135 57 2 63 79 336 RAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.564 0.595 18.150 23.512 10C.000 RPR 

100.000 ICO.000 100.000 100.000 LOC.000 LOC.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE it .169775 
DEGREES CF FREEDOM • 1 
YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE • •540847 E -01 

CONT COEF - .345568 F -01 

G-16 



NEW ORLEANS ACCICENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F

VIVS - BEST AfE/SEX COLUMNS - SOMETIMES FEEL ABOUT


WITH QUESTIONNAIRE TO GO TO PIECES?


NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT CCMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ POW 

-ED X TED X X YES NO SUMS KEY 

EXPERI-I 1351 571 if 12I 361 241 RAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.651I 0.4151 4.0751 14.9381 100.000 RPR 

I 100.0001 100.0001 100.0001 30.0001 34.9511 71.726 RPC 

BEST I 1 1 281 671 95 RAW 
1-_..____-AGE/51X1 - 1 29.x1741 70.5261 --4010.004 -•RPR 

W/0 I I 1 1 70.0001 65.0491 28.274 PPC 

COLUMN 135 51 1 - 40 103 336 RAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 0.298 11.505 30.655 100.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 1000000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE - .316163 - ­

DEGREES OF FREEDOM • 1

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE • .133631


CONT COEF • .470131 E -01 

NFW ORLEANS ACCICENT DATA----SUEJEET FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/

PCIWS • BEST AGE/SEX COLUMNS • M-F


WITH QUESTIONNAIRE PERSPIRE AT NIGHT?


_-. NOT . NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NC ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ POW 
-ED X TED X X YES NO SUMS KEY..i .-_--1--I __ f-

FXPERI-I 1351 571 it 101 381 241 RAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.651I 0.4151 4.149I 15.7691 100.000 APR 

I 100.0001 100.000I 50.0001 30.3031 34.8621 71.726 RPC 

PEST I 1 I 11 231 711 95 RAW

-AG Ft5fX1 1.0531-- 24.H1f---- 74.737I --4.0-0048-- P-PR-­


W/0 I I I 50.0001 69.6971 65.1381 28.274 RPC


COLUMN 135 57 2 33 109 336 RAW

SUMS 40.179 16.964 0.595 9.821 32.440 1CO.000 PPR


100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 PPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE • •235324

DEGREES CF FREEDOM n 1

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE • .756736 E -01


CONT COEF • •406752 E -01 



PFW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F

ROWS - BEST AGE/SEX CCLUMNS • CFTEN FEEL


WITH QUESTIONNAIRE UNCOMFORTABLE?


NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ ROW 
-ED K TED K X YES NO SUMS KEY 

EXPERT- I 1351 571 11 S1 391 241 PAW 
MENTAL I 56.0111 23.6°11 0.4151 3.7341 16.1831 100.000 PPR 

I 10040001 100.0001 50.0001 26.4711 36.1111 71.726 RPC 

BEST I I I if 251 691 95 RAW 
.-tf6E/SEX I --' -- --f 1.053E---- 26.3ft 1 - 7-2.632! - 464.000 AP4- -• 

W/0 I I 1 50.0001 73.5291 63.8891 28.274 RPC 
1----- --- i--------- I-------- 1--------- I---- ----- I 

COLUMN 135 5T 2 34 1G8 336 RAN 
SUMS 40.179 16.564 0.595 10.119 32.143 100.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE - .107405 E 01

DEGREES CF FREEDOM a 1

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE s .686419


CONT COEF a .866424 E -01 



EUPER lMFNT0L / 
+em-- n e s ~  n t r r s ~ r  CCLWS - H TFIRS SINCE 

b 1 T H  O U E S T I C N N A I R F  LLST VbCbTlIJN 

Mlt NOT 
ATTEMPT CCCIPLF- hO W S  9+ OR 
-ED K TED N 

1 1 - f X 
i 

0 
f 

I 
I 

2 
I 

3 
--f 

4 t- 8 
I 

N E V f  U 
I 

EWPFRI - I  1351 C 7 I 3 1 I 161 L. I 6 1 7 i I I 15 1 
MENTAL 1 5 L O l T Z  2 3 . t F l I  1.2'151 I 6 0 5 3 9 1  2 s 4 9 r ) l  7.4903 3 , F J O I  0 . 4 1 5 1  6 0 2 2 4 1  

1 
I 

108-6801 
1 ----I 

169.0001 3 7 . 5 3 0 1  ------ 1 ---- I 29-0G1I N o 5 0 0 1  6c)c501)! 4 U e C O Q I  I k 2 t t l  
1 ----- [ ------ 1 ---- 1 -------I ---a- - 1 

451455I 
I 

BEST I I I 5 1 1 0 1  391 101 41 3 I f l  18 1 PAW 
*€mi - ---I - i 5 2 6 3 1  1 0 . 5 2 6 1  41.853l 10.5261 4o2ILI 3,1591 8.316I 1b017l am 
U I Q  I 

1 ----I 
I 
----a 

I 62.500 1 ~ O O I C O O I  70.9091 6 2 0 5 0 0  1 4 0 . 0 0 J I  60.0001 
r -------- 1 ------ I ------ 1 ----- * (  ---- 1 ----- i------- 

8507 1 4 1  
I 

54,5151 
- 1  

a PC 

f DCUM f 35 57  8 10 5.5 16 13 5 7 33 .33.6 
S W S  40-179 S L S t 4  2.381 2.576 1br3-59 4 - 7 6 2  2. 976 1.4BP L O 8 3  91 621 l O Q O O O  

~00.000 
- - - - - -- lOO.OOO 

. 
1 0 0 . 0 0 0  

- 
100.000 

. 
l O I l r 0 O O  lOa.000 

-- . 
LO0.000 
- . 

L O O * 0 0 0  
- 

100w000 1ob000 
- -  - 

1 oa. 040 
. - . . - - . 

S T b T I S T l C S  B A S E 0  CU RAW FPEQUEICV 



NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CAT----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/

-"MS - BEST AGE/SEX CCLUMNS - M-f


MIT*c QUESTICNNAIRE YOU ARE NIGH STRUNG?


NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ ROW 
-EO.x TED X X YES NC SUMS KEY 

- -. -I -!--- T---- 1---------I 1 ­
EXPERI-I 1351 571 21 101 371 241 RAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.6511 0.8301 4.1451 15.3531 1OC.000 PPR 

-1 100.00-01 100.000-1 28.5 711 23.25(1 39.362 t 74.726 RFC 
I..-- ------ I--------- I--------- I-------- I--------- I 

PEST I 1 1 51 331 571 95 RAw 
-*6flSf-*t -- -- i -- - ---{--- - -5.-2,631-.. .34.-73-71 -60.0001- X811.000- -PPR--­

w/ 0 l 1 1 71.4291 76o-0441 60.6381 28.274 RPC 
I---- ----I- -------I---------1---------I---------I 

COLUMN 135 - 57 7 43 S4 336 RAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 29083 12.798 27.976 100.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 tOC.000 100.000 PPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FRFQUEPCY 

CHI SQUARE -- .339583 E 01 ­

DEGPEES CF FRFEDCM w I

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE - .271879 E 01


CONT COEF - .155523 

PEW ORLFANS ACCIDENT CATA ---SUBJECT FILE 

EXPFR !MENTAL / N-F


RnWS - BEST AGF/SFX COLUMNS - YOU ARE SATISFIED

MITh OUFSTICNNAIRE KITH YOUR LIFE?


NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ POW 

-ED, X TED X X YES NO SUMS KEY 
I -----i----------I--------..I-^^I ----I 

EXPERI-I 1351 571 21 331 141 241 RAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.6511 0.8301 .13.E931 5.8091 t0C.000 RPR 

1 100.0001 100.0001 66.6671 33.6731 32.5581 71,726 PPC 
1--------1--------- - I--------- I--------- I---- ----- i 

BEST I I I 11 651 291 95 RAW 
-.. 1- 1 --AGE /SHH - - - - - - - - - I 1.053! 68.-4211 . 30.'261 4-00.000 RP-R 

W/0 I I I 33.3331 66.3271 67.4421 2E.274 RPC 
I--------- I------- -1--------- I--------- I--------- I 

COLUMN 135 57 3 98 43 336 PAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 0.893 29.167 12.798 100.000 PPR 

100.000 100.000 (00.000 100.000 100.000 I C00000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE • .167299 E -01

rEGRlEES OF FREEDCP - 1

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE - .418248 E -02


CONT COEF - .108921 E -01 

--



HEW OPLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F

ROWS s PEST ACE/SEX COLUMNS a EVER IAO LICENSE


WITH QUESTIONNAIRE SUSPENDED OR REVCKEO


- NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ ROW 
-ED X TED x x YES NO SUMS KEY 

I -----i-- -t ---i I --1 
fXPERI-1 1351 571 21 11 461 241 RAW 
MFNTAL I 56.0171 23.6511 0.8301 0.4151 15.0871 100.000 FPR 

I 100.0001 100.0001 18.1821 11.1111 31.0971 710.26 F P C 

BFST I 1 1 91 81 781 95 RAW 
.-PGffSF'XI f 1 - 9.4741 8.4211 -- 8-2.-105i- -140.-000. A PA 

W/Q I I I P1.8181 88.8891 62.903! 28.274 RPC 
I---------I---------I---------I- -------I---------I 

fOLUMN 135 51 -11 - 9 124 336 RAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 3.274 2.679 36.905 LCC.000 RPR 

100.000 1000000 100.000 100.000 10 0.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE a .247963 E 01 - ­

CEGREES OF FREEDOM a I

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE a .147281 E 01


CONT COEF a .13'287 



CEb OPLEBNS ACClOENT CATb----SUbJKT F l L F  

EXPER IHENTAL / W-F N U M ~ E R  n~ T I M E S  
--fb)rf 1- BE59 16f f Sf K CCLtHIF)S = tSKfO FCR HELP 

h i T P  QUESTtONNb I R E  FOR YnUR PROBLEMS 

307 NOT 
ATTEMPT C O M P L E  N O A N S  ROW 

- 
-ED X 

-+----- f 
TED .Y X 

-f--.--1--'----1---1 
0 1 2 3 4 

I ------we- I 
5 

! 
6-10 114 - -  . . 

SUWS KEY 
- . - - . . . . . 

FXPER!- I  1351  ! 7T I 2 2 i S I 5 7 5 1 1 I 1 3 1 2 1 241 Ei#J 
CFNTAL 1 56-0171 23.t'll ? . 4 9 0 f  B e  i ? Q !  1 . 0 7 5 1  2.0751 ? . C 7 5 I  0 .4151  1 1.2451 a8301 100.000 RPU 

t J  
t3 

- 1 108.0681 
----(---- 1- 

IOOoOOOl 4601541 2 6 c 8 2 5 1  3'0253: ..- i -..---- ; ---- i ---- -*it-- 42-5.7'JI 55,561 
---. --.- [ ------ -I---- 

34,5331 I 75+00QI 2S,OQOO( ---- 1 -------- I--------- [ -- - -- I 
7 L 1 Z b  26% 

~ F S T  1 1 
--+~ffff*f-. -.-+ 

1 '7 1  bC: i l !  
-. .-- . 1 7 .368f + i 3 ~ - 1 5 8 1  1!.5?a! 

3 1 4 1 
a a i 5 $ !  4 r t l l I  - 

7 1 11  1 I A 1 
2 .10P I  I d 3 5 3 1  1.-0531 4.3161. 

95 fLW 
-3ULXt?- -aBP.  

L I D  i 
1 ----I 

I ------ Y 
I 

53.8461 73.1711 b3 .7501  3 7 . 5 0 0 1  4 4 r 4 4 4 P  
I ------- I-------.. I ------- I --------I---- 

b 6 a t t 7 I  10010001 25.0001 ---- I ---.--- 1------1------ 
7%000I 

I 
2 6 . Z W 8 P C  

P O C W  135 C 7 i 3 8 2 i o 8 9 3 1 4 0 336itPv 
SUWS 40.179 16.9C4 3.869 240495 4 0 7 6 2  2.381 7-679 0.893 00 29 8 1.190 2.381 1 0 B W  i l P R  

100.000 1000000 IOROOO 
.- . . ~- .- .. - - - . - - . . - - - -- - -- - . 

100oCOO 10C.000 
. . 

lOOoOOO . 1001000 
. . . -. -. - . . . - .. . .. -- . 

100.000 
. . 

lOC1000 lOOe000 
... . 

lOQ000 
. . . . 

. LOOaOQO RBC 
. . - - . . . - . . . . . 

S T A T I S l l C S  BASE0  ON R6Y FPEOUENCY 

rnt  saurrc = . i o m ~  E oz 
OECREES OF FRFEOOM = 7 



PFW ORLEANS ACCICENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL! M-F 
-Rt0ti5 BEST AGE/SEX COLUMNS - FAMILY HISTORY OF 

WITH QUESTIONNAIRE ALCOHOLISM? 

NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ ROW 

-ED X TED X X YES NO SUMS KEY 

EXPERT- I 1351 571 21 8I 391 241 RAW

MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.6511 0.830! 3.3201 16.1831 100.000 RPR


1 100.0001 100.0001 C-6.6671 26.6671 35.1351 71.726 APC


BEST I I I 11 221 721 95 RAW 
ASE/3fft1-- -1--•---- I------fs953f-----23rf5Ef ---74.789I - 1$B.fA&---RP71. 
W/Q I I 1 33.3331 73.3331 64.8651 28.274 RPC 

COLUMN - ---135 - 57 1 30 111 336 RAW

SUMS 40.179 16.S64 0.893 8.929 33.036 100.000 PPR


100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 PPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

-tH1 SQUARE - .762162 
[EGRESS OF FRFEDCM - I 
YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE - .426716 

CONT COEF - .733235 E -01 

NFW ORLEANS ACCICENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMFNTAL/ M-F

-VOWS - BEST -AGE/SEX CCLUMNS - HAVE RELATIVE WHO


MITH QUESTIONNAIRF IS EXCESSIVE DRINKER


NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ ROW 

-ED X TED X X YES NC SLPS KEY 

EXPERT- I 1351 571 21 151 321 241 RAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.6511 C.8301 6.2241 13.2781 IOC.000 PPR 

I - 100.0001 100.000! 100.0001 27.7781 36.3t41 73.726 RPC 

BEST I I 1 I 391 561 95 RAl 
.-AGfnfitfi - - -f i- --- 1 -41•-0531- -48.9471 -t0G.-G"-04M--­

M/0 I I 1 1 72.2221 63.6361 28.274 PPC 
I---------I---------I---------l---------I---------I 

COLUMN - 135 57 2 54 88 336 RAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 0.595 16.071 26.190 100.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 1OC.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE- .111406 E 01

DEGREES CF FREEDCO • 1

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE - .760064


CONT COEF - .882255 E -01 



NFW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F 
.-P WS - BES1 AGE/SEX COLUMNS - OFTEN DEPRESSED OR 

WIT,- QUESTIONNAIRE MOODY? 

Nt1T NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ POW 
-ED x TED X x YES NO SUMS KEY 

FXPERI-I 1351 571 21 81 391 241 PAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.6511 0.8301 3.?201 16.1831 100.000 RPQ 

- t 100.0001 100.0001 66.6671 22.fSlI 36.7921 - 71.726 APC 
I-m_m..---- I_.._,... ---1.. ------- 1- ------ I -------- I 

BEST I I I 11 271 671 95 RAW 
--AGE^3ExI -----I- - -I 1s05^1 28w421{ 70.5261----1-08.000 --RP-9­

W/0 I 1 1 33.3331 77.1431 63.2081 28.274 PPG 
I-----,....--- I----------- 1---------- 1-------- I---------I 

COLUMN 135 57 3 35 106 336 PAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 0.893 10.417 31.548 100.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 PPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE - .229932 E 01 ­

1'EGREES CF FREEDOM - I

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE i .171499 E 01


CONT COEF a .126671 

NFW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SLBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F

ROWS = BEST AGE/SFX COLUMNS - OFTEN FEEL AS IF


WITH QUE..STICNNAIRF YOU ARE NOT YOURSELF


NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT CCMPLE- NC ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ POW 

-ED X TED X X YES NO SUMS KEY 

EXPERT-1 1351 571 21 71 401 241 PAW 

MENTAL 1 56o.0171 23.6511 0.8301 2.5051 16.5S81 10C.000 RPQ 
t 100.0001 100.0001 66.4671 24.1381 35.7141 71.726 FPC 
1---------I-- -------I--..-_----1---------I---------I 

BEST I I 11 221 721 95 RAW 

-*of ts"3 1 -4.0531- -23.--1581 -- - 7-5.7891 400.000 - atPA 

W/0 1 I I 330331 
I--_------1---^.-..- Io..._.---- - I_-

75.8621 64.2E 6I 
1---------I 

28.274 PPC 

COLUMN . ..135. 57 3 29 112 336 RAW 

SUMS 40.179 16.964 0.093 8.631 33.333 100.000 PPR 
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 10C.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CMI SCUARf - •138916 E 01

DEGREES CF FREEDOM - I

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE .917064


CONT COEF - .987729 E -01 

G-24




NEW OFLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F

--PMt5 : BEST 4Gf15fX ..COLUMNS - AFRA-f-B--C•F -NOT


. ITH QUESTIONNAIRE SLEEPING?


NOT -- - NOT' 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ ROW 
-ED X TED X X YES NO ELMS KEY 

1---.--^t --1 -f------E I --- _.. 

EX PER I-I 1351 571 21 71 401 241 RAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.6511 0.8301 2.5051 16.5981 100.000 RPR 

- -T 100.0001 100.0001 100.0001 36.8421 32.5201 71.726 RPC 
1^^...-r i--^^.--- I--------- I-.^^M I--------- I 

EEST I I I 1 121 831 95 RAW 
AGE't s F It f--- f ------I---- --- --f- -1-2.63 21 -- -8-7. 3684 --- 000- 60--- PPR­
► /Q I I i I 63.1581 67.4801 28.214 PPC 

1-------- I---------1--------- 1---------I--------- I 
-133_._-_ ffltlMN­ ---5.7----.. 2 - . . - -19 123 336 PAW. 

SUMS 40.179 16.564 0.595 5.655 36.607 100.000 PPR 
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 10C.000 FPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE _ .138820

DEGREES CF FREEDCM • 1

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE • .122476 E -01


CONT COEF - •312513 E -01 

NEW CPLEANS ACCIDENT EATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F 
OWS"- BEST AGE/SEX COLUMNS * OFTEN AFR410 TO 

WITH OUESTICNNAIRE FACE FUTURE? 

NOT- NOT - ­
ATTEMPT CCMPLE- NC ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ ROW 

-ED X TEO X X YES NO N/A X SUMS KEY 
i_^^^-f--------I I 

EXPERT-I 1351 571 21 21 451 1 241 RAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0111 23.6`11 0.8301 0.E301 1896721 1 100.000 RPR 

1 100.0001 100.0001 100.0001 10.0001 3791,901 1 71.726 RPC 
I--------- I^^^-- I------....1-_..-....^-1--------- I--------- I 

BEST I I I I 181 761 11 95 RAW 
f f 5fit f 8 0.0001 .- 1.053 I --X00.000--4P4i­

W/ 0 I I I 1 9000001 62.8101 I CC.000I 28.274 RPC 
1---------I---------I--------1---------1---------I---------I 

COLUMN 135 57 2 20 (21 1 336 RAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.SE4 0.595 5.552 36.012 0.258 100.000 RPR 

100.000 1000000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE _ •570991 E 01 (SIGNIFICANT AT *05 LEVEL I

CEGREES CF FREEDOM • 1

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE . •455191 E 01 (SIGNIFICANT AT .05 LEVEL[


FONT COEF • .197281 

-R



NFW OPLFANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F

P9W5 - NEST AGE/SEX CCLUMNS w CRINKING SEEMS TO


WITH QUESTIONNAIRE EASE PROBLEMS


NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ ROW 
-ED X TED X X YES NO SUMS KEY 

i ---I -I I--- { I. .


Ex PER I-I 1 351 571 31 71 391 241 RAW

MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.E511 1.245! 2.5051 16.1831 10C.000 RPR


1 100.0001 100.0001 33.3331 30.4351 •34.8211 71.726 RPC 

BEST I 1 1 61 161 731 95 RAW 
_-AG F-fiEX I-- -I i - 6&-3161- _--16.--842 [ - 76.84 21 19O.i100 -RPA­

W/ 0 I 1 1 6 6. 6671 69. 56 51 6 5.1791 28o274 RPC 
I---------1---------I---------I---------I---------I 

COLUMN 135 57 9 23 112 336 RAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.564 2.679 6.E45 33.333 lOC.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 1000000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE s .163454

LFGREES OF FRFEDCM - 1

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE - •265010 E -01 

CONT COEF n .347751 E -01 



C'FU r)PLEll)vS ACCICENT T4T@----SbHJECT F lLF 

EXPFRIWFNTA~ I 
POYS = ~ E S T  ACEISFX C C C V ( ~ ~ ~ S  = t~ C ~ I U R E R  $IF OQINKS 

CITH OUE5TICNNLIRF AND STILL D91 V F  WELL 

N Of NOT 

 ?
, h

ATTFMPT COUPLE- LC 4NS 
-Ell U TtD X X 

I-- I - I--------- 
FWPFRI-I 1351 571 

I- 
2 1 

0 I 
I--- 

1 I 
I 

I I 

2 
1 

I I 

3 
I--1 

5 1 

4 

I 

5 
-I 
L 1 

6 
I--] 

2 1 

7-10 

4 1 

10-20 
- 

*ex 
I 

I 1  RAM 
PFNTAl I 56r0171  ?T. tCl l  0 8 3 0 1  C04151 C.4151 C.4161' 203751 I C-4151 0.8301 1.6601 C.4151 RPR 

1 100.0031 
]-----I---I 

103.FO.31 2&5711  8.9331 20*0GOI ItmGC.Cb1 3303331 ----- I ------- I ------ I --------- 1 ---------I ------ I 
I---- 

ZG.6301 
I--I----1--- 

2000001 50 .0001  50r3001' RPC 
1 

PEST I 1 I 5 I 111 4 1 q 1 101 A l 4 1 8 1 4 1 11 R I Y  
d G F l f f X f  I 1 5.2631 l l a f 7 5 I  4.2111 5-4741 1dc5761 8.L211 4e2111 8.4711 4 . 2 1 1 1  1.0531 JLPa 
). I0 I 

1--1---1---- 
1 1 7 1 * 4 1 9 I  91.6671 RCoOCOl 9C.Cb3l '6.6C71 ------ I --------- I-------I--- 1300 CCC I ---- I-- 

b C o O C O I  - I- BOOOOOI -- I--- 50.0001 5De1)OOI RPC 
I-*---- I 

cnLi*r))u 13s 5 7  7 1 2  s 10 1 5  P 5 10 8 2 RAM 
S W S  460179 16.964 210 93 3.571 1.488 21 5 76 4.464 2o 9Al 1.4F 8 2.976 20 3 8 1  0.595 RPR 

100.000 l00.OCC 1 9 Q 0 3 C  1CO.COO IO(lr000 IOC.CO0 101).000 100.COC 1CGeC00 10O.OOO ICOo000 100.000 RPC 



NEW ORLEA?S ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ 
Pn%S - BESTAGF/SEX CCLU14NS - P-F NUMBER Of DRINKS 

WITh QUESTICNNAIRE AND STILL DRIVE WELL 

DON'T DON'T DON'T ROW 
20• KNOW RARELY DRINK DRIVE SUNS KEY 

1-­ --1-­ -1---------1­ i I 
IXPFRI-1 11 21 11 161 111 241 PAW 
MENTAL 1 0.4151 C.e3CI 0.41°I 6.6391 4.5641 10C.C00 PPR 

1 100.0001 33.3331 100.0001 64.0001 37.9311 710726 $PC 

PEST 1 1 41 1 ST 181 95 PAW 
06 f f f Xi I 4. N ti 1 9.4741 1809471 100.000 PPR ­
W/0 1 1 66.6671 1 36.0001 62.0691 28.214 PPC 

COLUMN--­ i 6 1 -25 29 336 RAW 
SUMS 0.298 1.786 0.298 7.440 8.631 100.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 10C.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

CMI SQUARE _ .270885 E- 02 (SIGNIfICANT AT .05 LEVEL) 
OEGPEES CF FREEDOM= 13 

CUNT- COfF--:4Ot30? - -- ­
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'Fk OFLEANS ACCfrFNT cars----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F TIMES DR+.INK TOO 
tfwS = BEST AGE/SEX COLUMNS = MUCH BUT STILL BEEN 

WITH QUFSTIONNAIRF COLD CRIVFR 

DCN'T f:ON'T POW 
CFTFN CRINK DRIVE SLMS KEY 

t I-- -- !--- T 
FXPERI-I I el 181 241 RAW 
MENTAL I t 30201 7.4691 100.000 ROR 

1 1 47.0551 5000-301 71.726 RPC 
I---..----- I---...----1..-------- i 

PEST I 11 91 181 95 RAW 
A$f,S-F YI - to #RS3i- 9.4741- 18o947!- 1-10.000 RPR 
M/0 1 100.0001 52,9411 50.0001 280274 RPC 

T---------I---------I---------I 
fOLUMN 1 17 36 336 RAW 

SUMS 0.298 5006C 100714 100.000 RPR 
1000000 1000000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE = o298173 E 02 (SIGNIFICANT AT .01 LEVEL) 
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 11. 

- tUt T- C QtP- -- 0 4233'3 6 

NEW ORLEANS ACCT ENT DATA----SURJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ N-F 
PDWS = PEST AGE/SFX CCLUMNS • WISH PEEPL.E STOP 

WITH QUESTIONNAIRE TELLING.oeLIVE LIFE? 

tdfl NOT 
ATTEMPT CCMPLF­ NC ANS TRUF/ FALSE/ ROW 
-E0 X TED X X YES NC SUMS KEY 

1- -...----- I-_-,_ --- I--^ --- i..__.._---- I ----- I 
EXPERT-I 1351 571 21 171 301 241 RAW 
MENTAL I 56.0171 23,E51I 0o830I 7.0541 12.4481 10C.000 RPR 

1 100.0001 100.0001 3 3.333I 25. 1581 41.6671 71026 RPC 

PEST I I I 4I 491 421 95 RAW 
-AGE/SE)(1 - I 1 4.2111 51.5751 44.'21 It 100.000 APR 
er/0 I 1 I 66.6671 74.2421 58.3331 22.274 RPC 

(011MN 135 57 6 66 72 336 RAW 
SUMS 400179 160964 10786 19.643 21.429 100.000 PPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE _ .388067 E 01 (SIGNIFICANT AT .05 LEVEL) 
DEGREES CF FREEDOM s 1 
YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE _ .320462 E 01 

CUNT COEF = .165383 



NEW ORLEANS ACCICENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F

-"W-5--• -BEST-*6f/SEX COLUMNS • CFTEN AFRAID W/O


WITH QUESTIONNAIRE KNOWING WHY?


NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT CCMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ POW 

-ED X TED X X YES NC SUMS KEY 

FXPERI-I 1351 571 21 61 411 241 PAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.6511 C.8301 2.4901 17.0121 100.000 PPR 

--06.0001 100.0001 66.6671 30.0001 33.8E41-- 7-1.726 FPC 
1---------1--^..-^- I«------- I- --- I----- I 

FEST I 1 I 11 141 801 95 RAW 
-AGf/S(XI -------i ----------i-------1.0531-- 44.-737I ---84.-X1-14---3-0C. 00 - RPR­
W/Q I 1 1 33.3331 70.0001 66.1161 2E.274 PPC 

I---------1-------- I---------1-------- (-------- I 
__... _-- 20... f9LUMN 13'3 57-- 3 121 .. 336 RAW 

SUMS 40.179 16.964 0.893 5. S52 36.012 IOC.000 RPR 
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE n .11t529

CEGREES CF FREEDOM * I.

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE n .728304 E -02


CONT COEF • .287361 E -01 

NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA-y--SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F 
...-_----. -f81t^s ^e Y AGE /SERE -- --COLUMNS - TIMfS---YOU THINK— 

WITH QUESTIONNAIRE YOU APE NO GOOD 

. NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ POW 
-ED X TEO X X YES NO SCMS KEY 

- ..--------- --1---­ 1---^-----I--­
FX PER I-I 1351 571 21 91 381 241 PAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.t 51I C.8301 3.7341 15.7681 lOC.000 PPR 

100.8001 100.0001 100.-1001 -27.2731 34.8621-- -44.-126 -4kPC 

BE ST I I 1 1 241 711 95 RAW 
--A0FtSE-K-1-----1---- -1 - -- ..-4 - ^Sr2b31 -- 14.3371---198.E 4. 

W/Q I 1 1 72.7271 65.1381 2E.274 PPC 
I--------1--------- I--------- 1--------- I---- ----- I 

COLUMN 135 .57• 2 33 109 336 RAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 0.595 9.821 32.440 100.000 PPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 1004000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

CMI SQUARE - .658949

DEGREES CF FREEDOM n 1

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE - .360769


CONT COEF - .679635 E -01 



NEW ORLEANS ACCICENT IATA---- SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F 
-P lWS---BEST-- A6EtSEX COLUMNS - FEEL -SINFUL OR 

Will QUESTIONNAIRE IMMORAL? 

.---NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NC ANS TRUE/ •FALSE/ ROM 
-ED X TED X X YES NO SUMS KEY 

EXPERI-l 1351 571 21 61 411 241 RAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.6511 0.8301 2.4901 17.0121 10C.000 RPR 

-400.0001 - 66.6671 33.3331 33.3331 -7-1•.726...... RPC 

BEST I I I 11 121 821 95 RAW 
-A6FtS-EXf------1 - ----T 1.$531--it.^321 86.3161 -1@6.COO -APR-­
W/0 I 1 1 330331 66.6671 66.6671 28.274 RPC 

I--------- I--------- I--------- I-------- I--------- [ 
COLUMN i35 57 - 3 18 123 336 -RAW 

SUMS 40.179 16.964 0.893 5.357 36.6C7 100.000 RPR 
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

VAPIABLES ARE INDEPENDENT IN PLANE. CHI SQUARE AND LAMBDAS ARE ZERO. 

1FW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F 
-ROWS--- BEST AGE/SEX - COLUMNS - DRINK- 61VES ENERGY 

WITH QUESTIONNAIRE TO GET STARTFC? 

NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ ROW 
-ED X TED X X YES NO SUMS KEY 

- -- - -{ -----I_- ----I- -1--------1 1•--------­

EXPERI-1 1351 571 21 61 411 241 RAW

MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.6511 0.8301 2.4901 17.0121 l0C.000 RPR


- I -100.0001 100.0081 3-3.3331 25.0001 35.9651 - 41.726 RPC 

BEST I 1 1 41 181 731 95 RAw 
-A6ft5 X-I-------1--- ------1-----4.-Pi- +- -^9s44a-1-- ---76.842-1 -i 000--- RPR- ­
W/0 I 1 1 66.6671 75.0001 64.0351 28.274 PPC 

I---------I---------1--------I---------1---------I 
COLUMN - - -1-35 5T- 6 24 114 336 RAW ­

SUMS 40.179 16.564 1.786 7.143 33.929 100.000 RPR 
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 10C.000 PPG 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

-CHI SQUARE - .106139 E 01 
LEGREES CF FREEDOM - I 
YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE • .629285 

tONT COEF n •873633 E -01 

mailto:-1@6.COO


NEW ORLEANS ACCICENT CATA----SUBJECT F ILE 

EXPERIMENTAL / M-F 

-11,0WS---BEST AGE/SEX LCtUMNS - C-Rf (1NG HELPS 

WITh QUESTIONNAIRE YOU WCRK BETTER? 

NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COPPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ ROW 
-ED X TED X x YES NO SUMS KEY 

- - - -I ------- t---------I ---- i 1

EXPERI-I 135! 571 21 31 441 241 RAW


MENTAL I 56.0171 23.6511 0.8301 1.2451 18.2571 IOC.000 RPR

1 200.8001 100.0001 25.000I 33. ?331 34.6461 7-1.726 RP-C 
1--------- I--------- I--------- 1-------- I---- ----- I 

REST I 1 1 61 61 831 95 RAM 
-015f -x1-- ---I-------f- --- -E.31t-1 -- --8.-31.61----- 8-7.3681- --x-000---A-PA­

W/0 1 I I 75.C001 66.6671 65.354I 28.274 RPC 

-COLUMN 135 - 57 8 S- 127 336 RAW 

SUMS 40.179 16.964 2.381 2.679 37.758 100.000 PPR 
100.000 100.000 100.000 1000000 lOC.000 IOC.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

tit SQUARE - .840010 E -02

CEGPEES CF FREEDOM - I

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE n .799017 E -01


CONT COEF a .685983 F -02 

NEW OFLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMFNTAL/ M-F

PoWS-s BEST AGE/SEX- CCL3MNS - CAILir--L !FE


WITh QUESTIONNAIRE INTERESTING?


NOT NOT ­
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ ROW 

-ED x TED X X YES NO SUNS KEY 
t ----t f--- -1- ---1----- -1 -- ------ ­


EXPERI-I 135T 571 21 35I 121 241 PAW

MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.6511 0.8301 14.5231 4.9791 ICC.000 RPR


f 100000 of 100.0001 100.0001 32.4071 35.254I 71.726 RPC 
I----1-..--..---- I-------- i-------I---------I 

PEST I I 1 1 731 221 95 RAW 
-AG E- Wl- - --...I - - -I - - - -1- --76.-84 21 2 3.1-5 B1 1$6.000 - -R-PA--­

W/O I I [ I 67.5931 64,7C61 28.274 PPC 
I ------- I -------- - I --------- I -------- I ---- ------1 

COLUMN 133 - 57- - 2 108 34 336 RAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 00595 32.143 10.119 100.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE - .973141 E -Ct

CEGREES OF FREEDOM - I

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE n .106096 E -01


CANT COEF a .261695 E -01 



PEW OFLEANS ACCICENT CATA----SURJECT FILE 

EXFERIMENTAL/ M-F 
-VOWS - BEST AGE/SEX COLUMNS = OFTEN HAVE FEELINGS ­

WITH QUESTIONNAIRE OF RESTLESSNESS? 

- NOT - NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ POW 
-ED X TED X X YES NO SLMS KEY -. I-------- T--------1---- I I 

EX PER 1-I 1351 571 21 101 371 241 RAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 233651[ 0.8301 4.1491 15.3531 100.000 RPR 

I 100.0001 10060001 50.0•)01 21.7351 39.3621 71.726 APL 
I--------- I-------- - I--------- I -M-... -- I --- ----- I 

BEST I 1 1 21 361 571 95 RAW 
--OGFtSE -I-- --37.6951 ----60.0007 - 1418.$90 PPR 

W/o I I I 50.0001 78.261 1 60.6381 28.274 PPC 
1---------T---------I---------I---------I------- -I 

COLUMN 135 -- -- 57- 4 46 S4 336 -RAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.564 1.190 13.690 27.976 100.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SCUARE - .430t02 E 01 ISIGNIFICANT AT .05 LEVEL) 
CEGREES OF FREEDOM - I 
YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE .354710 E 01 

CANT COEF . .172644 

NEW ORLEANS ACCICF.NT [ATC ---SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F 
'POWS - BEST AGE/SFX COLUMNS - FRIENCS ARE HAPPIER 

WITH QUESTICNNAIRF THAN YOU? 

NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT CCMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ POW 
-ED X TED X X YES NO SUMS KEY 

- -I--- - --^- T----------I-- - f- -- i 1 
EXPERI-1 1351 571 31 111 351 241 PAW 

MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.651.1 1.2451 4.5641 14.5231 1CC.000 RPR 

1- 100.0001 100.000f 60.0001 32.3531 33o3331 7-1.726 PPC 

PEST I I 1 21 231 701 95 RAW 
-*6EtSE(-I ­ -I­ { 2.1051 -­ --24o-2111 7?.6841 4 4.0. C-00­-i-PR-­
W/Q I 1 1 40.0001 67.2471 66.6671 28.274 PPC 

COLUMN 135 57 5 34 105 336 RAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 1.488 10.119 31.250 1CC.000 PPR 

100.000 1 00.000 100.000 100. C00 1000000 100.000 PPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SCUARE .- .111491 E -Cl 
DEGREES CF FREEDOM - 1 
YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE - .L08329 E -01 

CONT CCEF • .895562 E -02 



NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL./ M-F


POWS . BEST AGE/SEX C(LUMNS • CFTEN PITY


WITN QUESTIONNAIRE YOURSELF?


NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ POW 
-ED X TED X X YES NO sums KEY 

- I- 1 -----1 ---- -- -. - - - ­
FXPERI- I 1351 571 21 l0I 371 241 PAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.6511 0.8 301 4.1491 l 5e3531 100.000 PPR 

I 100000,01 100.0001 100.0001 2797781 34.9061 71.'126 RPC 
I---------I---------I---------I---------t---------I 

BEST I I I 1 261 691 95 PAW 
- AGf /-SFX t­ 1 t I _ -23.36-81 - 12.632-1 --140.-COO- - $LPR­
W/0 I I 1 1 72.2221 65.0941 28.214 RPC 

1-------.- I----.----- I--------- I--------- I--------- I 
COLUMN­ - 135 57 2 36 106 336 -RAW 

SUMS 40.179 16.964 0.595 10.714 31.548 100.000 RPR 
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 1000000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SOUARE • .616590

DEGREES CF FREEDOM = l

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE . .336706


CON? COEF . .651526 E -01 

PEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ r-F 
-PnWS s-BE-ST---"E/Sf.X - CCLUMNS - 4-5 DRINKS AFFECT 

WITH QUESTIONNAIRE YOUR CRIVING? 

NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ ROW 
-ED X TED X X YES NO SLMS KEY 

_I __l -- _- _ ___ 
FXPERI-I 135! 571 111 SI 291 241 RAW 
MENTAL I 56o0171 23.6511 4.5641 3.7341 l 2o0331 100.000 RPR 

I 100.0001 Lc-0.003I 36.6671 18.1501 43.9391 71.726 RPC 

PEST I I 1 191 351 371 95 RAW 
-A6F-SEXI - - ----- ----I----- -----.--------20.0001 --41t0'r'..I --38.9441 - 446.r8AO--4LOB 

W/ 0 I I I 63.333 I 81.2501 56o0611 28.274 RPC 
I---------1---------I---------I---------I---------t 

COLUMN - 135 57-- 30 48 66 336 RAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 8.929 14.286 15.643 100.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE - .793466 E 01 (SIGNIFICANT AT .01 LEVEL) 
CEGREES CF FREEDOM • I 
YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE • .684161 E 01 (SIGNIFICANT AT .01 

CONT COFF • .255094 



NEW OFLEANS AC.CICFNT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPFR [MENTAL / M-F

ROWS - PEST ACE/SEX CCLUMNS = fFEL TENSF AND


WITh QUFSTICNNAIRF ANXIOLS MOST OF TIME


NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT CCMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ POW 

-ED X TED X X YES NO SUMS KEY 
1-----°°--1---- ----- I --- I --- I - I 

EXPERI-1 1351 571 21 101 371 241 PAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.651I 0.8301 4.1451 15.3531 100.000 PPR 

1 100.0001 100.0001 50o0001 29.4121 34.5C61 71.726 RPC 
1--------° 1------ -1^°_----- I--^....-- [ °--° ---°- I 

NEST I 1 1 21 241 691 95 RAW 
-AGE/S-FX-I -- -...- --- . i -1 - - 2.-105!------25.2631--- -7-2.6321 -1-0-0.000 -,PPA-­

W/Q I 1 T 50.0001 70.5881 65.0941 28.274 RPC 
T---------- I--------- 1------- I--------1---------I 

COLUMN -- 135 57 4 34 106 336 PAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 1.190 10.119 31.`48 100.000 PPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 lOC.000 PPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

CIV SCUARE _ •348412

DEGREES CF FREEDOM = 1

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE _ .145607


CONT CCEF n .496245 E -01 

NEW ORLEANS ACCICENT CATA----SLRJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL / M-F

ROWS = BEST AGE/SEX CCLU14NS = OFTEN BORED AND


WITH QUESTIONNAIRE RESTLESS?


NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT CCMPLE- NC ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ ROW 
-ED X TED X X YES NO SUMS KEY 

EXPERT-1 1351 571 21 91 381 241 PAW 
MENTAL­ 1 56.0171 23.6511 C.8301 3.7341 15.7681 100.000 RPR 

1 100.0001 100#0001 66.6671 19.1491 40.4261 71026 RPC 
I ----- _-- T-------- - I-------.-- 1------- I---- ----- I 

PEST­ I I 1 11 381 561 95 RAW 
-AG E/SHI1 ---- --- -f - -i -- - t.0531 - 40.0001 58.9471 1-00.000 RPR 
F/0 I 1 1 33.3331 80.6511 59.5741 28.274 PPC 

COLUMN - 135 - 57 3 47 94 336 RA4 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 0.893 13.588 270976 10C.000 PPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CH! SQUARE _ .638297 f 01 (SIGNIFICANT AT .05 LEVELI 
DEGREES OF FREEDOM = 1 
YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE _ .546143 E 01 (SIGNIFICANT AT •05 

CONT COEF • •208108 



RFW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/

-#OW5 - BEST -AGE/SfX £CLUMNS - -M-f}I- PLACF


WITH QUESTICNNAIRE CF RESIDENCE


NOT NOT NEW 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NEW ORLEANS OTHER OTHER POW 

-ED X TED K ORLEANS SUBURB U.S. SPEC N/A K SUMS KEY 
f--- f--- - f f f 1 --1 1 

EXPERI-! 1351 571 451 1 21 11 11 241 PAW 
MENTAL I 56.0171 23.6511 16.6721 I 0.8301 004151 0.4151 100.000 PPR 

I 10-8.0001 100.000! 36.2901 I 13.3331 IOC.0001 100.0001 71.726 RPC 
f---------I---------1----,----1----^----1--------I- -----I----^--1 

BEST I 1 1 191 31 131 I I 95 PAW 
-05f/3HFt-- f- ---f--83.1561- 3.15ff - 13.6841 ------ -- I 1 100.000 PPP 
W/0 I I 1 63.710I 100.0001 86.667! 1 1 28.274 RPC 

fOLUMN 135 57 124 3 15 1 1 336 PAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 36.905 0.893 4.464 0.298 0.298 100.000 PPF 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 1000000 100.000 100.000 100.000 PPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE= .666127 E 01

DEGREES OF FREEDOM s 3


f,FW ORLEANS ACCICENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-FI! DESCRIPTION 
TOMS - BEST AGE/SEX COLUMNS • CF Pt ACE OF 

WITh QUESTIONNAIRE RESIDENCE 

NOT NOT OUT­
ATTEMPT COMPLF- CORE OF SKIRTS SUBURB OTHER REM 
-ED X TED K CITY CF CITY OF CITY RURAL SPEC N/A X SUMS KEY 

I ---------i--------I^.-----I--- -[ ----! I ( --! 
fXPERI-I 1351 571 261 71 41 .61 51 11 241 RAW 
MENTAL I 5600171 23.6511 10.7881 2.SO5I 1.6601 2.4Q0I ?.0751 0.4151 ICC.000 RPR 

1 100.0001 10000001 37.1431 31.81EI 116.6671 42.8571 55.5561 20.0001 71.726 RPC 
1---------1---------!«----.-1--------I-- ---1---------I---------!------^--1 

lFST I 1 1 441 151 201 81 41 41 95 RAW 
AGf/Sf11/ f T -46.3161 1507891 2100131 6.4211 4.2111 4.2111 100.000 PPM 
6/0 I 1 1 62.8571 68.1821 830331 57.1431 44.444! 80.0(01 26.774 RPC 

COLUMN 135 57 70 22 24 14 9 5 336 RAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 20.833 6.548 70143 4.167 2.679 1.480 100.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE - .565977 E 01

DEGREES OF FREEDOM - 4


-tlP tOEf--- ; 2Ott25 



FFU ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SLBJRT F l L E  

POUS = 
EXPER lPENTAL/ 
%€ST I G E / S E X  CrtvrmtS 

CL-FI I kCU F4R 
* HAVE V17k GONE 

I ~ I T ~  o t rEs f  ICNNAIRF IN S C I - O C L ~  

NOT NOT HIGP sont J I , ~ I ( F  LFSS 
ATTEMPT COMPLF- GQAD 4 YR 7 YR SnPE SCHflOL H I GY t 1rt ' l  THAN R o n  

1- 
-ED X 
-----1----I 

T E D X  SCHOOL ------- COLLEGE 
!---I 

CICLEGE ------- CfllLECE 
I---- 

G Q 4 0  
1 ----I 

5CHOOl  ------- 1.F bMC(AF 
I-------- 

7 Y R S  
1---.--1-----.---1 

N / A  X suns 

EX PFR I- I 1351 5 7 I t r I I 2 I 4 I 9 I 1 ' 1  5 I 111 I R A Y  
WFNPAL I 5 6 c 0 1 7 1  13.tZ11 0.8301 C.4151 0.e3CI l o t h 0 1  3.7341 b, i141 L.07FI 4.5641 1 R PR 

I lOOoOOOl 1CO.0001 2O.i)Or)l l i e  1111 3303331  21.05?1 73 rbA41  51.7241 '+1,6t71 b 1 c l l l I  ------ I ------ I [ ---------I -------- ------ I I --------- ------ 1 ,-i --------- 1 --------- 1 ---------I ------ 1 I 
ReL 

~ F S T  I I I a I e I G I 15 I ,291 14 I 7 I 7 I 3 1 RAM 
A; F/5f lt l i 1 9.4211 8 0 4 2 1 1  4 -2111  15 -1801  30.5261 14.7371 7,3681 7 -3681  3.1581 RPR 
b 1 0  1 I I RO.0101 88.88Sl h t . L t 7 1  78.9471 7t.3161 4 8 0 7 7 t I  5 r a 3 - 3 1  38.8@9I 1 0 0 ~ 0 0 0 1  

1 -------- --------- 1 1 -------- --------I 1 ---------I ------ I --------- --------- I -------- [-------I I ----- - 1  
R PC 

COLUMN 135  L 7 10 5 t 15 3 Y 2 9 1 2  18 3 
t 7 S  2.3 S UPS 40.179 160 964  2.9 70  1.786 5.t55 11.310 S e t 3 1  3- 57 1 5.357 0.893 

100.000 1CO.000 100.010 100.COO 1 0 0 0 0 0 0  1OC-003 1 0 3 r 0 0 0  1 0 ~ ) r o O C  1CC.000 100.000 1001000 

S T b t l S f  I C S  BASED C h  P 6 Y  FEECUELCY 

C H I  SCUbRt = . I t 2 6 1 4  E 0 2  I S  IGNIF ICPNT  AT 0 0 5  LEVEL 1 
DEGREES CF FREEDOM = 7 



VFW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA---SU3JECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ 
-*1 S-----BEST--A6f/SEX- - -E'LUMM5 + M-FIf AitE M9U 

WITH QUESTIONNAIRE RETIREC? 

- NOT" NOT 
ATTEMPT CCMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ ROW 

-ED X TED X X YES NO SUMS KEY 
1-- ----- ! - - - -1---- - t i 1 ­

EXPFRI-I 1351 571 41 61 391 241 PAW 
ME NT Al 1 56.0171 23.61I 1.660 1 2.4901 16. 1811 100.000 RPR 

1 100.0001 100.0001 25.0001 37.5001 34.8211 71.726 RPC 
I---------I---------I---------1---------I---------I 

BEST I I I 121 10! 731 95 RAW 
-AB-Et5f-Xf - --f- -- } 12i692i -- 10.5PE1 -76.$421 --+006 GOO--41PR 
W/0 1 I 1 75.0001 62.5001 65.1791 28.274 RPC 

I---------I---------I---------I--------I---------I 
-COLUMN 135 5-7--- 16 --- 16 112 336 RAW 

SUMS 40.179 16.964 4.762 4.762 33.333 IOC.000 PPR 
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CH I SCUARI - .440619 E -01­
CFGPEES CF FREEDOM a 1 
YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE _ .489577 E -02 

COAT CCEF = .185503 E -01 



C F Y  OFLFAhS A C C I D E N T  CATb----SURJECT F 1LE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ 
-+BY+= - 8 E f  f - 4 G N 5 f X  CELUHNS = W t  t f4UP)BEQ CF 

hITk QUEST IONNA IAF MONTHS UNFMOL OYED 

- - NUT .. - NOT . . 

ATTEMPT COMPLE- R O  ANS ROW 

-. .- r-- .. . -ED X TED X 
I----+ 

X 
f 

1- 3 4- 6 
I--I-- 

7- 10 
f-- 

11-18 19-24 
1 ----I---- 

25* 
i 

SUMS K E Y  

FXPERI-I 1351 5 7 I 32 1 5 I I 1 3 1 2 1 7 1 
HENTAl 1 5600171 23eC511 1302781 2.0751 I 1 1.2451 O.f!?OI 2rOO5I 
. . f--108.6061 t 0 0 m B b i I l  300189I , 62.500i I I 6OwOOOI 103rCOC1 3Ew889I 

I---[-- ----- ---- -I ---- -------[--------[-------I -I------! ------- I 
BEST I I I 7 4 1  31 21 3 1 2 1 1 111 
w f f X + - -  f - . . . . - - +-- - 77rbMt-------- 3.1581' 2.-105f -- - - 3r158-I - -  2.-10-51- -- - . I - . - .  11&79i 

RAW 
R PR 

U f Q  I I 1 69r8111 37.5001 LOO10001 10a.0001 43.0001 t l o i l l l  
------I ------- 1 --------- --------[--------I -------- I --------- I I --------- I I ------- I 

R PC 

f O t W  , 1 3 5  - - 5 7  - 106 8 2 3 5 2 18 336 
SUMS 40.179 160SC4 31.548 2. 38 1 0055 5 C. 89 3 10488 Oo 595  Fa35 7 LOO. 000 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 1000000 10C.OOO 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 
- ~ - - .- - -  - - -  . . ,.. .-. 

STbTIST l C S  BASED Gk R A Y  FREQUENCY 

CHI  SOUARC = 0825935  E- 61. 
DEGREES CF FREEDOM = 5 



p.FW nPLEAtS ACCIDENT [ATP----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ 
-POMS s BEST AGEISEX CCLUMNS • M-f+t REASON FOR 

WITH QUESTICNNAIRE CURRENT UNEMPLOYMENT 

NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS LAID OTHER ROW 
-ED K TED X X DFF FIRED ILLNESS QUIT SPEC SUMS KEY 

I- ---1--------{ ---i f I I I----------I

FXPERI-I 1351 571 301 31 If 41 31 81 241 RAW

MENTAL 1 56.0171 73.6511 1294481 192451 C.4151 1.6601 1.2451 3.37C1 ICC.000 RPR


-I 100.0001 100.0001 29.7031 42.6571 100.0001 4494441 25.0001 57.1431 71.724 RPC 
I---------I---------I---------I--------I---------1---------I---------1---------i


BEST I 1 1 711 41 I 51 91 61 95 RAW

AG E tSEStE - - -1 --- { - 74.7 371- 4. 211 T 1 4.2431 9.4741 4. 11,61 100.000 RPR

W/0 I I I 70.2971 57.1431 1 S!.5561 75.0001 42. 6571 28.?74 RPC


I---------I---------I---------I-- ---I---------I---------I---------I---------I 
-COLUMN 135 57 lot 7 . 1 9 12 LA. 336 RAW 

SUMS 40.179 16.564 30.060 2,083 0.298 2.679 340571 4.167 100.000 RPR 
100.000 100.000 1000000 100.000 IOC.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 1009000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SCUIRE - .401254 E 01

DEGREES OF FREEDOM - 4


t01afi YCtfr : _ c29Yt49----­

(PEW OPLEAPS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/

VOWS - BEST AGE/SEX CCLUMNS - M-Fii CURRENT


MITI- QUESTIONNAIRE WORK STATUS


NOT NOT FULL­

ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TIME HOUSE- pf)w

-ED X TED X X JOB WIFE STUCEAT N/A X SLMS KEY


t ----I- -I-- --1---------1---------T -----I ^l

EXPERI-I 1351 571 L31 201 51 101 LI 241 PAW

MENTAL I 56.0171 23.6511 5.3941 802951 2.0751 4.1491 0.4151 100.000 PPP


1 100.0001 100.0001 39.3941 30.3031 35.7141 34.4831 5G.000I 710726 FPC


BEST I 1 1 201 461 91 191 li 95 PAW
.I -A6E/SEMI-- -- 1 -. 21.0531 464-4211 9.4741 -20.0001 1.0531 100.000 APP

W/0 T I 1 60.6061 69.6971 64.2261 65.!(71 50.0001 28.274 RPC


I---------1---------I---- ----1---------I---------I---------I--------1

COLUMN 135 57 33 66 14 29 2 336 FAw


SUMS 40.179 16.964 9.821 199643 40167 8.631 0.595 100.[00 FPO

100.000 100.000 1000000 100.000 100.000 1000000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED EN RAW FREQUENCY 

CMI SCUARE - •257181

IEGREES CF FREEDOM - 2


YOTNT fCEF-TtE?tT0 t^01_ - --. -. _.. . 

I



%--0€Si- 
EXPERIMENTAL / 

MiEtSf W - -  - C C t W 9  * H t - I .  S08 
b I T H  OUESTICINNAIRE NORUALLV HELb 

NOT NOT TRANS . -- 
ATTEMPT CCMPLE- WHITE PROF/ WGR/ SALES CLERIC- CRAFT- OFFP- OPER- SERVICE 

-EO X TED X COLLAR TECH ADMIN hORKER AL HA N bTIVES ATIVES LABORER WORKER KE* 
f f )-----.----.)----------I 1 I--# I I-l-1- _ -- 

FXPERI-I I 3 5 1  C 7 I 1 I 1 I I I 3 I 4 1 11 3 I 121 6 1  R4Y 
PFNTAL 1 5600111 23.6511 0 ~ 4 1 5 1  0.4151 I 1 1.2451 I o t t O l  @.A151 1.2451 4.9791 204901 RPR 

G: i 100.8001 let3ofJtlOI 
- I---- [----I--- 

5 b O W  003.331 I 1 
I I--- I----- 1--f 

33.3341 3 6 0 3 t 4 1  5CoOGOI 33.3331 --- I----I---I----I--I 57-1431 2%400(-PSE, 

* 
hl 

BEST I I I 
-*6PtfM-- .-f - - - - -  --i 

I I 111 A I 3 1 
ti353i - H e 4 7 4 1  8.471 I - 3-13&t 

61 7 1 1 I 6 1 
3 7r 3461 - l+O534 C U 4 J  - 

9 1 LO1 R W  
404744 --W- 

Q I I I 
I---- I------ 1- 

50.0001 91.6671 10000001 ------ 100o000 I  
I---- I I------ 1- 

6606671 ----- 63. 6361  5000001 66.6671 
I I---- 1- I--I 

42.8571 75 r0001  RPC 
I 

tQtW -- 1 3 5  5 7 2 1 i? 0 3 9 11 2 9 2 1 24 RlSl  
S UWS 40.179 16.St4 0.595 3 - 5 1  1 20 3L I C189? 2.679 3.274 C.595 2.679 60 2 50 7.143 RPR 

1 0 Q O O O  1001000 lOQOOO lW.000 1001000 100.000 100.000 100.000 1000000 100.000 lO&OOO l W 0 0 0  RPC 



1FW CPLEANS ACCICENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMFNTAL/ 
-PO*S --ffST- AfE/S€X - -LC-LtuMNS - M-Fi f J08 

WITH QUESTIONNAIRE NORMALLY HELD 

HC'USF­
HOLD HOUSE- ROW 

WORKER WIFE STUDENT RETIRED UNKNOWN N/A X SUMS KEY 
. i ^- i------__-_ 1 i- 1 - i------- i. ­

fXPfRI-I 21 I 51 I 11 LO! 241 RAW 
MENTAL 1 Oo8301 1 2.0751 1 0.4151 4.1491 1000000 RPR 

1 660667! 1 38.4621 1 33.3331 66.6671 71.724 APC 
1-------- f--------- I------.--- 1----°----1_--- ---- I--------- I 

PEST 1 11 41 81 51 21 51 95 RAW 
itt}Et3fII ---- --t.4511-- 4.21-f! P.42{ 1 -- 5.-2631 2vI051 ----3.263-1----100.800 • RPA­
W/Q 1 33.3331 100.0001 61.5381 100.0001 66.6671 3?.3331 28.274 RPC 

1------------ 1--------- 1------ --- I---------I---------1--------- I 
COLUMN - 3 . 4 13 5 3 15- 336 RAW­

SUMS 0.893 1.190 3.869 1.488 0.893 40464 100.000 RPR 
100.000 I CO.000 100.000 1000000 1000000 100.000 1000000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CMI SQUARE n .222547 f -02

VEGREES CF FREEDCM - 14


ftlidfi Off - :93580 ------------- - ­



FECl OFLF E h S  4 C C l  D E N T  C b T 4 - - - - S U d  JEC T F I L E  

NOT NOT TI? A t4 S 
GI 
I 
 P
 rD

B l T E M P T  
-ED X 

f---f---i 
FKPFP.1-I 1 3 5 1  

C C Y P C E -  
T E C  Y 

F ? :  

W I T E  
CCLLAR 

-------- 
8 P n F  j' 
8- EC ; ! 

f ------- 
I 

,?;; R 1 
A O M I N  

i ----- 
? I  

S A L E S  
ir?cl%.ca 

{ ------- 
I \ 

C L F R  IC-  
!- L 

t ------- 
7 

S R A F T - .  
'4A a 

1 -------I 
2 I 

C Cf fs -  PPEZ- 
A T I V F S  A r ! Y € S  --------- ---..,--- I 

I I I I 

S E R V I C E  
L A B O R E R  YORKFR 

1 ------ i -----. ( 

3 I 6 1 t s f  

&fY 

E m  
M F N T A ;  I 5 6 . 0 1 7 1  23,tf $ 1  ? ~ ~ C 1 5 1  I J 0 8 3 : l I  l o ~ t . 0 1  f '04151 ie:45! i.4901 i 0 . 5 ~ 5 0 1  RPR 

i 
I 

100.0001 
1 ------I--...- 

1CC.0001 i i 7 a  5COi 
--.-- :- -I.---.-- 1 ------- ! 

1 ------; 
1 3 4 , 3 3 3 :  G O r D C I  1CO.0001 --.------- 7 ---------. 1 ---------I 

37a500I ------- I------ 
6aOOOI 2lrO.!3P 

i ----- 1 
-LLl?E 

B E S T  I f 
- f i F f S f Y f  I 

I t i 
f lo053i 

7 1 
703t51 

7 ! 3 i 
7 . 3 6 n i  ? n l 5 F i  

4 1 
4.21ll 

b' 
6.31trI 

1 
I 

5 I 
5.2631 

4 I 
4-2L11 

1 T I  R&M 
1 5 r T a 9 1  .Pf% 

Y / G  I I 
J I------ 1 ------ I iOOoO00l - 1 -------- [----I---* 

87.5001 1 C C e C i ) O l  l C C . G C O I  ---- I --.----- I- 
66.667f ---- - - I - - - - - - - -  

601 C C C  1 
{----1----I-------I---- 

I h205CO 1 40.0001 78.9471 RBC 
I 

Cot t#N 135 5 7 1 8 Y 3 6 1 G 1 n 10 19 3L& 
S U M S  40.179 

Iqaooo 
l t 0 5 t 4  

1oo.000 
00298 

1oa.000 
I 38 2. 

lmoaoo 
io OE 3 

~ ~ o . 0 0 0  
C.893 

~oo.ooo 
1.786 

ioooooo 
2. C 7 C  

I oo. ooo 
C O 2 S e  

1cc.000 
,20381 2.970 

~ o o ~ o o o  loaooo 
5,655 

toaoco 
RPR 
apt 



N'FW CPLFANS ACCICENT CATA----Sl.3JECT FILF 

EXPERIMENTAL / 
POWS - PEST AGE/SEX COLUMNS = P-Fli CURRENT 

WIT!- QUFSTICNNAIRE CCCUPATICN 

HCUSF­ UNEMP ROW 
WIFE STUDENT RETIRED >1 MO. UNKNOWN N/A X SUMS KEY 

I----­ -1..--------1---------I---------I----.------I---------I 
EXPERT-I 41 R1 21 91 11 41 241 RAW 
MENTAL I 46601 3.32C1 008301 3.1341 0.4151 1.66CI 10Q.0JO APR 

I 30.7691 44.4441 22.2221 56.2501 20.0001 4G.000I 71.726 RPC 
1---------I---------I---------I-­ I---------I---------I 

BEST 1 91 101 71 11 41 61 95 RAW 
AGE/SEX( 904741 10.52ti 7.3681 7.3681 40211! 4.3161 100.000 RPR 
W/Q I 69.2311 55.5561 77.7781 430 i5OI 90.0001 6C.CODI 29.274 RPC 

COLUMN 13 18 9 16 5 10 336 RAW 
SUMS 3.869 50351 2.679 4.162 1.488 2.576 100.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 lOC.000 ICC.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SCUARE _ .194584 E C2 
DEGPEES Cf FREEDCP = 14 

Ct1R11- COf=f =. -o35608 

G-45




NOT 
4TTFMPT 

him 
C C M P L F  A t  ANS 

I alc C ~ E  
N O T  F 4 M I L t /  ! b V I A G S  

~ ) 1 3 a r  
O E N E F  I T  P l  e l  Yi 

- E O  K 
1---l---f 

TED X 
-*--- 

I S A L P l v  
f-------I 

SAL bQY F9 I i h T  ---- 1 -----.----I 
F E N S i f l N  ---- ~ L I C  S t C  

I---- 1 
P 5 5 1 S T  

I---! 
8 

F X P f R I - I  1 1 5 1  5 7 1  2 ! 1 7 i  ? 1 1 4  I I 7 1 * I  2 1 
WNTPL I 5 h , J 1 7 1  ; 3 . C C I I  ' Joda"f 1 - 2 5 4 1  C " E 3 3 1  5.,E091 I L . ' f C I  .oC751 0083C!1 

i l O O 1 0 0 0 1  100.0001 4 3 e Q 3 0  1 23 .  u 4 1  ? O.UOOi $391513  I 
1 ----I ------- 1 ------I ----- I -------- [ ---...--- 1 ------ i vA.7501 R3.3331 

1 ---..---I ------- I-- 
G3r001 

I 
BFST I 1 I 3: 541 '1 1 8 1  5 1 I 1 1  3 1 
dfef / 5 f H  f 1 ! < o l J 5 B f  S6.842 I  2 m 1 0 5 j  18.$+?1 ' -7631  9 , 4 7 4 1  laC531 & I S 8 1  
C/O I 

1- ----- I 
7- ---- I 

I---T 
6 5 D 0 0 !  76rC56I 5C-3("31 

1 - - - - - - - - - I  
SCe2501 i9C.000! 5 6 r 2 C P I  1 6 - t t 7 l  --------- 1 --------- 1 ------- J ----- I 

6 0 . 0 0 0 1  
-! 

ffflU*k 1 3 5  f 7 5 7 1 4 3 2 J i t  6 5 
SUMS 40.179 16-9th 1.488 21.131 1.199 5.5 24 1 .488  4 r 7 t ?  1.786 1.488 

I O d O O O  1001000 1OOIOOO ! 0 & C D O  i D C . 0 0 0  l G C e C O O  1001000 1 0 0 ~ O O C I  l C 0 ~ 0 0 0  1M).000 
- -- .. - 

STLTISTICS e4sEn EN R A W  F P E Q U E ~ C V  



M b  ObLEdhS K C  !DENT EAT&--~l ldJECT ICF 

EXPER I * fNTAL/ 
9RU5 = @€ST 4 G f l S E X  C C L W S  **I I  PWSmbC 

( r l T +  OWST ICNNATRF INCOUE I N  P I S T  V E A R  



AFW CPL FRPS Ar.CIDENT fATA----SL3JECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ 
F(IWS . PEST AGEPSFx COLUMNS - M-FII PERSONAL 

tiITI QUESTTCNN/%TRF INCOME IN PAST YEAR 

13.18 1S-25 26-35 SLMS KEY 

fXPFRI - I i 1 1 241' RAW 
OF NTAI I I I I 100.000 PPQ 

I 1 1 I 71.726 RPC 

PFST I 11 31 1I 95 RAW 
BGF/SFXI t.0531 3.i5E?I 1.053! ICO.COO APR 
A/ 0 I 10000001 100.00f I 1000010 1 28.274 RPC, 

COt UMt 1 1 33f RAW 
SUNS O0?98 Ca8S3 0.248 100.000 RPR 

1000000 100,3000 100.000 100.C00 RP(. 

STA715TTCS BASED CN RAW FPFQUFNCY 

CHI SCUARE = .133311 f C2 
OFGRFES (F FRFFf)Cr4 z I I 

t'OP:Y t'U s 0394239 



0 0 

1 1 ^ 
'Woo 

I n; u^u 1 nlU Ix 
v'G t -u W g Q'0 

ty 00 C -O 
tl 7 ^ Y p{ Y • 

IP ,t'. ( 41 H U 
I f1 O 
Ai 

dill .-m N u ..No 

OCO 
reT ^0 

`1 (" { ry ry A N 0 

o • I • o !O 

n N a 

n r^ N C W T' ru - 0 

I u W ( lt' R 
I -

lil y 
r-4 ^.•i ^.+ rup 

6 (a 

y r M N- M° 

.r^4 P P W 0I R`-0^ 

v u^ ` fin ua+ rmn a 
.+ O N 1 r N I 13 13 

-I ` fa r C• 

I W U C l P r o 
tTU $~>s J U qo ^pg

w J 

G 0 N I Q .0 

w w 

1LL I. 
9. O'0 1 p Mp W0

I- sn h u' 0 11 N CO ( .f m0 

z 
cr I a a. v a 1 uZ^ 5 8 
G u` It1 p .r 0 

C. N 
N u Ist 

/'°01 tr+vO 
1 

4L I8J it 

N0 -a 
nl ..aI 

InNO I/N O O 

Q I. I.I p 
o • 

W 0 O a 

w w rl .r M 

1 X 
" ...I W. Z 

W14-!C S N 
42 vpiW4 J 

w i a 4 i ) N 

G-49 



PEW OFLFAPS ACCIDENT CATO----SUIJFCT 'FILE 

FXPfKTMFNTAL/ 0-F11 TCTAL 
PEWS-• PEST AGE/S£M Cf UMPIS • FANfIV I14C1i$E IN 

NIT}' QUESTIIJNNATRF PAST YEAR 

pOh 
13-10 15-25 26-35 SLPS KEY 

FXPFR1-1 I I l 241 RAW 
MF NTAL I 1 I I 100.000 RPR 

i 1 ! 1 77.726 RPC 
1---------1---------t------•--I 

PEST 1 11 31 11 95 RAW 
*S-FISfx-1 1.0537 3.1581 1.0531 100,000 RPR 
M/Q 1 100.0007 100.0001 100.0001 28.214 RPC 

CQLUMh t 3 7 336 RAW 
SUMS 0.298 0.853 0.298 100.000 RPR 

100.000 700.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FRFQUENCY 

CHI SCUM • .14t8Q9 E 02

CF.GPEES CE FRFEUCK • It


VINT tOEF - .377781 

FEh ORLEANS ACCIDENT !ATA- --SUBJECT FILF 

EXPERIMENTAL/ 0-FIT NUMRE4 OF 
P9WS a HEST ACF/5EX COLUMNS - CHILDREN 

WITh QUESTICNNAIRE IN FAMILY 

NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- AO ANS Ffh 

-ED X TED X x 0 1-2 3-4 5-8 SLMS MfY 
I--.------- T----^----- I.-...,------ I 1--- -----1---------1--------- I 

EXPFRI-! 1351 °71 if 241 121 °f 71 241 FtP 
MFNTAL 1 5600171 23.F'll 0.4151 9.559) 4.9791 2s0751 ?,q051 IOJ.000 PFF 

I 100.0001 700.0001 14.2861 35.8211 ?9.2641 31.2511 `'73.8461 71.726 FPC 
1--..------ I-------- - I.^---_.---1-•.------- I ••-•----- I-^----- --1--- ----- I 

PEST I I 6f 431 291 111 61 9 FAh 
AG F/SEMI I 1 6.3161 4S. 2631 300 5267 1165191 60747 100.000 PPP 
M/0 I I I 95.7141 6- 1791 70.7321 68.1501 4691541 28.274 PPf 

COLUMN 135 57 7 67 41 16 13 33t FAh 
SUMS 400179 16.514 2.083 190540 72.202 4.162 3.869 100.000 FPP 

100.000 1000000 1000000 1000000 1000000 1000000 100904 7009000 PEt 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FPEQUEKCY 

CM! SCUARF • .273900 E 01 
CEGREES Of FREEDOM • 3 

COPY TQtt -w---. t40003 ­



NFW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUdJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ P-FI! NUMBER Of

(9111 s- BESi-AbftSEK C0LUNNS • A9tlL35 118+f­


hITh QUESTIONNAIRE IN FAMILY


NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT CCPPLE- NC ANS ROW 

-ED I TED 1 K 1-2 3-4 S-8 SUMS KEY 

EXPERI-1 1351 571 31 351 81 31 241 RAW 
MENTAI 1 56.0171 23.6511 1.245! 14.5231 3.3201 1.2451 IOC.000 RPR 

1 100.0001 146.0091 34.3331 32.4011 36.314! 40.0001 71.726 RPG 
I-------I-rr..-..•1--------I-----err-I-.- --I--. I 

BEST I 1 1 61 711 141 21 95 RAW 
-- _ _.- f- -. ftsEiti _f --- ---6.316E -76.8421 14.7371- --2.1051 100.000 APA 

M/Q I 1 1 66.6671 67.5931 63.6361 40.0001 28.274 NPC 

COLUMN 135 57 9 108 22 5 336 NAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.914 2.679 12.143 6.548 10488 100.000 APR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100,000 100.000 RPG 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

Cl! SQUARE n .168098 5 01

CEGREES CF FREEDOM • 2


cotorc^-:rroe9r- ­

NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-fl! A OF 
-"WS v BEST AGE/SEK COLUMNS • PEDICAL CONDITIONS 

WITH QUESTIONNAIRE CHECKED 

NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- ND AN$ Poll 
-ED K TED K X 1 2 3 4 6 SUNS KEY 

FKPFRI-I 1351 571 221 211 41 1 II 11 241 PAW 
MENTAI I 56.0171 23.1511 9.1291 8.714[ 1.6601 1 0.4151 0.4151 100.000 RPR 

1 100.0001 100.0001 26.5061 45.E521 44.4441 1 50.0001 100000171 71.726 RPC 
1.--------- I-..-r-r--..1-r.-..-- I-•...---..-1.-----+--1--------1-- ------t----•---- t 

BEST I I I 61! 291 51 3! 11 1 95 RAW 
-ACE/SfkF----- ___f_ -- ----- 1-- 64.2111 2 *0161 5.2E31 --It 1581 1.053! I 

W/0 I 1 1 73.4941 5403481 55.5561 100.0001 5000001 1 
I r-r- ^^- I -------- - I---------1---.....--- ! ---...... L.-..---•-- I--------1-•------- I 

;00.000 APR 
28.274 RPC 

COLUMN 135 57 83 46 9 3 2 1 336 RAW 
SUNS 40.179 16.464 24.702 13.690 2.679 0.893 00595 0.258 1000000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

--CHI SQUARE • .1 70444 ! 01 
DEGREES CF FREEDOM . 4 

.?19273 ­



NF.W OPLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMFNTAL/ "-Fit MOST SEVERE 
`}QMS-w--BEST- A0f-/SFx COLUMNS-. MEOlf At. COM01 T ION 

WITH QUESTIONNAIRE W1•# OF CCNOITICNS 

PAIN/ SEVERS 
FATTY WEAK OIA#- MENTAL PLEEO- EITHER RIW 

- ..... _ .. _ . - I LIVER 
-,- t 

LEGS ANEMIA 
t--

EYES 
1---- -t 

ULCERS 
^----1 

ILLNESS ING SERIOUS 
h--- -- I- -- I 

SUNS KEY 

IXPFR1-1 II 81 31 1 61 21 21 41 26 RAW 
MENTAL 1 398461 30.7651 11.5381 1 23.0771 7.1921 7.6921 1593851 IOC.000 RPR 

1 50.0001 50.0001 27.2731 -- I 46.1541 33.3331 1,3090001 44.4441 43.333 RPC 
I..wwww.. {w...»«-• I---------1---- ---- I--------- I ----1---------1--------- ! 

PEST I II 81 81 11 71 41 1 51 34 RAW 
-*Of tug 1-----2. r t-t----f-3.'J291 -- -- 234.5 294 _ _ 2.94- 1 20.-3881 -- --11.1#61 - I 14.7061 --100.000 RPR 
V/0 1 5000001 50.0001 7297271 100.0001 53.8461 18.4671 1 55.5'61 '_t.867 RPC 

t ----«--- 1--------- I--------- I--ww---- {-.^www-w- I--- ---- 1-w------ 1----w ' «.- { 
COLUMN - - 2- It it 1 13 6 2 9 60 RAM 

SUMS 3.333 26.681 18.333 1.667 21.667 10.000 30333 159000 100.000 RPR 
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 1009000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE s .515236 E. at

CEGPEES CF FREEDCN • 7


f ONT_CCPf -

NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-FII

ROWS - BEST-AGE/SEX COLUMNS • EVER HAD


WITH QUESTIONNAIRE DRIVER'S LICENSE?


- NtI7 - NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NO ANS TRUE! FALSE/ Row 
-ED x TED X x YES NO N/A I SUNS KEY 

EXPERT-I 1351 571 It 231 251 1 241 RAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.6'11 0.4151 9.!441 10.3131 I 100.000 4PR 

I--100.0001 100.0001 3303331 31.6441 37.8191 1 71.716 4PC 
I---------1--------1--------- r---------1-------_ 1----^.-- r 

BEST ! I I 21 491 411 31 95 RAW 
ASP/i -K! - - t I - - 2.IOS- Ste #T91 4391581 - 1.1581 100.000 -APR 
W/ 0 I 1 1 66.6671 6890561 62.1211 100.0001 

{-w-. -w 1-www-wr {---------- 1-------- { 
28.274 RPC 

COLUMN 135 67 4 T2 ♦6 1 316 RAW 
SUNS 40.179 16.564 0.891 31,429 19.643 0.893 100.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 IOC.000 100.000 1000000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CI4 SOUAPf - .694516

CEGPEES Of FRIEOCM • 1

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE • .304985


CANT COEF • .621197 E -01 



VFW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA- --SUBJECT FILE 

EXPER IMENTAt / P-FI I 
--POWS s BEST -AOf/SEX LOtUNNS - NOW 14AVE 

MITH QUESTIONNAIRE DRIVER'S LICFISE? 

NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT COMPLE­ NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ OW 
-ED X TED X 

I --__----_ i­ -- t 
X 
----- i

YES NO 
{­ -{ 

N/A X
{ - _ 

SUNS EY 
-

EXPERT-I 135' 571 it 161 321 1 241 RAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.651T 0.4151 6.f3S1 13.2781 1 100.000 RPR 

1 100.0001 100.0001 33.3331 25.8061 42.1051 1 71.726 ARC 
I--------- [---...-^ ., I-­ -° I°---°°--- I--°------ I-------- I 

BEST I 1 1 21 461 441 31 95 RAW 
-lOEtSfxI { I 3e 1051- --48.4211---46.3161 3.1551 100.000--R?R 
w/Q I [ 1 66.6671 74.1941 57.8551 1OC.000I 28.274 RPC 

COL UMN 135 57 3 62 76 3 336 AAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 0.893 18.452 22e619 C.893 100.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

tHl SQUARE •- .399864 f 01 tSIGNIfICANT AT .05 LEVEt1 
DEGREES CF FREEDOM • I 
YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE • .331241 E 01 

CONT COEF • .167809 
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NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/

-PRM9 * 1lESi-A8E/5611 CfLUMNS .4I-ft!-EVE q BEEN


WITH QUESTIONNAIRE ARPESTED FOR DWI


NOT - - NOT ­
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NC ANS ROW 
-in X TED X X NO I TIME SLMS KEY 

1 -----i---------1------- E-^-^- t--------- I --- -­
EXPERI-I 1351 !11 21 431 41 241 PAM g'^ r 

MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.6511 0.8301 17.8421 1.6601 100.000 FPR 
1 100.000E 100.0001 33.333E 33.5541 40.0001 71.726 PPC 
i ---1--------t -----1---------i---------i p 

PEST I 1 1 41 851 61 95 PAW (0.6/• 
-A3ft9Htt- f - - t ___..4.2tii ----G%4141-- 60161 --1QC.A90 PPR 
W/0 l 1 1 66.6671 6694061 6000001 28.214 PPC 

1---------1---- - ---I---------I---------I---------I 
EOtUMN- - 135 B1 6 128 t4 336 PAM 

SUMS 40.179 16.914 1.736 38.098 2.976 IOC.C00 PPM 
100.000 (00.000 1009030 (00.000 100.000 1009000 PPG 

STATISTICS BASED ON PAW FREQUENCY 

CNI SOUAPE w .169495

EE GREES OF FRFFDCM • 1

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE • .426006 E -02


CANT CCEF • .350245 E -01 

NEW OPLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SLBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMFNTAL/ 
$0 '- --pES9 AGE/-SEW £OLUMNS - M-Fit-EVER BEEN 

0110 QUES T I ONN AIRE 099ESrtc fog D E D 
.NOT....... NOT


ATTEMPT CCPPLE- AD ANS 2 3-5 6* POM 
QED X TEO x x NO 1 TIME TIMES TIMES TIMES SUMS KEY 

1 -1- .^-1 ..-I_ 1---..,..._.._t---- .- r •- r.,,1 ISI,. 
IXPERI-1 1351 511 21 401 11 31 11 21 241 PAW 
MENTAL I 56.0171 23.6511 0.8301 16.5581 0.415( 1.2451 0.4151 0.E3C1 1CC.000 APR 

I 100.0001 160.0001 40.0001 31.2501 13.3311 7500001 50.0001 110.0001 74724 SPC 
I--------- i--------- I---------1--------- I.--------1---..-^-- I 1---------1 

PEST 1 1 1 31 887 21 11 11 1 95 RAW 
AbftSfN! - --'E - - - i 3.158E -92.6321 261081 1.0531 (.0131 I ..1009000 SPA 
W/0 I 1 1 60.0001 6801501 66.4671 25.0001 5000001 1 28.274 it PC 

I---------1---------1--------- I- ....--,.-- l..-_----...1- -.- L.w.-,..--..I-.-------1 
COLUMN - 135 57 5 128 3 4 2 2 336 RAW 

SUMS 40.179 16.964 1.488 389095 0.893 1.(90 0.595 0.995 100.000 APR 
100.000 100.000 100.000 1000000 100.000 I00.000 1009000 (00.000 1009000 PPG 

STATISTICS BASED ON PAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SOUAREw .155103 E Cl 
0E011S CF FREEDOM • 4 



NFW ORLEAT;S ACCTCENT CAT[----SUHJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-FII EVER BEEN

POWS - REST, AGE/SEX COLUMNS - CONVICTED DF


WITH 0l1ESTICNNAIRE RECKLESS DRIVING


NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT CCMPLE- NO ANS ROW 
-ED X TED X. X NO 1 TIME SLMS KEY 

1---------I--- --I--- --I ---I -----i 
FXPFR I-I 1351 57I 21 4!1 21 241 RAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.6511 0.8301 18.672I 0.8301 10C.000 FPR 

I 100.0001 100.CCOT 40.0001 33.835I 33.3331 71.726 RPC 

PEST I 1 1 31 881 41 95 PAW 
-A;FISEXI 1 I ?.1581 92.6321 4.2111 -10C.C00 PPR 
W/0 I I 1 6000001 66. 165I 66.6671 28.274 RPC 

COLUMN 135 57 5 133 6 336 RAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 1.488 39.583 1.786 100.000 PPR 

100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SCUARE _ .644534 E -03

CEGREES OF FREEDCM . 1

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE .172826


CONT COFF n .215335 E -02 
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fFW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SI;RJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ 
-PDWS - BEST AGF/SEX CCLUMNS • M-FII HOW 

WITH OUESTICNNAIRF OFTEN DO YOU CRINK? 

ROW 

SUMS KEY 

FXPFRI-I 241 RAW 
MENTAL I 100.000 RPR 

I 71.726 RPC 

BEST I 95 RAW 
--AIG-FtsEXf --100.099 RPR 

W/Q 1 28.274 RPC 

COLUMN 
SUMS 

336 
100.000 
100.000 

RAW 
RPR 
RPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE a .120216 E 02 
DEGREES CF FREEDOM • 8 

-LUNY COtf s -_.t81208-: 
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PEW ORLEANS ACC H ENT CATA---- SUBJECT F ILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-FTI NUMBER 
ROWS - BEST ACHE/SEX COLUMNS • CF DRINKS NORMALLY 

WITH QUEST!CNNAIRF CONSUMED 

ROW 
SUMS KEY 

FXPERI-I 241 PAW 
MENTAL 1 100.000 RPR 

- I 7Aa7c6 RPC 

PEST 1 95 RAW 
-AGf/Sfxf --190®0@0- Rf'R 
W/0 I 280274 RPC 

CDLt,MN 336 RAW 
SUMS 100.000 RPR 

100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUFNCY 

(HI SQUARE a •909932 E tl 
DEGREES CF FREFDCM a 8 

i'8 FiT toff =^ : 2^c45b R - ­
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^EN OPLEANS ACCT DENT CATS----sjjpJECT -FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ N-Fit NCRMAL 
-Pews -v BEST AfletSEX COLUMNS • 14CQHCLIC 

WITH QUESTlr'NNAIRF BEVERAGE 

ROM 
SUMS KEY 

FXPFRI-1 241 PAW

MENTAL 1 1000000 RPP


1 76726 RPC


PEST 1 95 RAM

-*6F/Sf*t --100.800 PPR

W/0 28.274 RPC


COLUMN 336 RAW

SUMS 100,000 PPR


100.000 RPC 

FTATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

(HI SQUARE • .541939 f 01

CEGPEES Of FREEDOM • 8


11`019T •CQPP *- . 193 l t s 

NEW OPLEINS ACCICENT CATA---•SUPJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-FII DAYS ON 
-POWs .-LEST AGE/SEX C14.UMNS • Mt$ICt$ DRINKING 

WITh QUESTIONNAIRE OCCURS 

NOT I Nn SPEC QNLV
ATTEMPT COMPLE- NQ ANS FRI,SAT NCT SPECIAL ABSTAIN 

ED X TED X 1 SUN DAILY CAILV TINES -ER 
T„--------t--------- I---------- I---------, -..-..-.._ t ». I.....-_.._ 1-..,....^_.., I 

RUM 
SNNS- KEY 

EXPERI-1 1351 571 31 tot 61 151 41 111 
MENTAL I 56.0171 23.1`11 1.2451 4.1451 2.4901 6,2241 106601 4,F641 

-1 109,0001 100,0001 64,0401 26.3101 37,6001 3706001 1606671 $2, 3011 
I---------I---------t---------I---------t---------t---------1--_•-----1---- -1 

241 RAW 
IC0,000 APR 
71,770 RPC 

PEST 
,f 

M/O 

1 
*f----

1 
I. 

1 1 31 281 101 251 701 tot __.^_--.--.-- I - 2,1401 
29,414f _ 10.1#61 - 71.6161 21.0631 4-00 F26.1 

1 1 40.0001 73.6841 62.6001 62.5001 4303331 47.1131 
-^^..I-___"-_--I....._....I- -...-..-t--...»- .t...-.-...-..t.w•." _.-1-•--•-•--) 

91
.1000004 

28.274 

PAW
APR 
RPC

fOLUNN 133 57 6 38 16 40 24 71 336 RAM 
SUMS­ 40,179 16.914 1.488 11.310 4,762 11.603 79*143 60 ?SID lOC,000 APR 

100,000 100.000 1006000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 1000000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

till SOUPS u 173250E 01. 
0161111 CF FREIQQN • 4 

VINT COIP^ -itlf?bt ­
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EE1v OFLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILF 

EXPERIMENTAL/ 
--ROWS - BEST ACFFSFX CCLUMNS i M-FI1 T1ME IF 

wITN QUESTIONNAIRE USUAL tRINKING 

RnW

SUMS KEN


EXPFRI-I 241 RAW


MENTAL 1 100.000 RPR

1 71.726 RPC 

REST 1 95 RAW

AGf/SfX- 100.000 RPR

W/0 1 28.274 RPC


CQtUMN­ 336 RAW

SUMS 100.000 RPR


100.000 RPC


STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY


CHI SQUARE s .906228 f CI

fEGREES CF FREEDOM = 8


COWT COEF -- .it4t567 ­
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PEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----StJ JECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ 0-Ft I HOW Of) 
POWS - PEST A(F/SEX CCLUMNS a YOU GET TO WHERE 

WITH QUESTIONNAIRF YOU PRIPK? 

ROW 
SUMS KEY 

EXPFRI-I 
MFNTAI I 

I 

241 
100.000 
71.726 

PAW 
PPP 
RPC 

PEST 
-AGE/SEXI 
W/0 

1 

I 

95 
100.000 
28.274 

RAW 
RPR 
PPC 

COLUMN 
SUMS 

336 
100.000 
1000000 

RAW 
RPR 
RPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE - .185157 E 02 (SIGNIFICANT AT .05 LEVEL) 
DEGREES CF FREEDCM - 8 

tfPT` tDEP _p m38Y8'S4 
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"W OPLEAN6 ACCIDENT rATA----SUBJECT FILE 

IMP to IMENTAL I 
"US wOMST 40E/SEW MUMS • M-P11 MAIN REA60N 

W!TH QUESTIONNAIRF FOR ORMING 

CTHFR ROM 
SPRC SUNS KFY 

i--------- I

FWPERI-1 11 290 RAW

MENTAL 1 004001 100.000 RPR


1 6205001 64.433 PPC 
I---------1


BEST 1 71 138 RAW

-46315611 - - - 5.07H 100.000 APR

b/0 ! 87.5001 360567 RPC


COLUMN 8 388 RAM

SUMS 4062 100.000 RPR


100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUAB • .154077 E 02

CEGpEES CF PRFEDOM • 9


tttNT-`tORt-s.- -it7t6flb _ 

PEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATS----SUBJECT FILE 

FXPERIMENTALI N-Fl! DD YOU 
-PAMS-^01$T A0E/SEW CCLUNNS • FEEL-- THAT Oft IAKIN6 

WITH QUESTIONNAIRE IS CALSING PROBLEM? 

NOT NOT PERSCN­
ATTEMPT COPPLF- NO ANS HONE AL $EALTH VES POW 
-EQ X TED W X PROBLEM PROBLEM PROBLEM NFS NO SUMS KEY 

f WPER l-I 1351 171 21 21 t l I 21 421 241 RAW 
NENTAt 1 56.0171 2106511 008101 0.8301 0.415! 1 0.810! 17.4271 ICC.000 PPR 

- 1 100.000! 100.000! 50.0001 38.3331 33.313! I 66.6671 13.0711 71.726 PPG 
1^-..asssnIs-s..,....1.. ......le-----w--1----•----1----- 1-....-wr--1--....-w-1 

BEST I I I 2! 41 11 11 11 851 95 RAW 
A1sf 105 1- - -{ ---- -1 1.1031 Sri t $ i 3.1051 - _. 1.0031- 1.033{ -- 0%4741 
W/0 I 1 1 50.0001 66.667! 66.6671 100.0001 33.1311 66.9291 

100.000. RPR 
18.274 PPG 

COLUMN, - --- 135 fl 4 6 3 1 3 127 '336 RAW 
SUMS'* 40.119 16.664 1.190 10186 00093 00398 0.893 37.798 10C.000 RPR 

100.000 100.000 1000000 100.000 100.000 100,000 100.000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CH 1 $0UARf- w - -0 t919" E .01­
CEGREES CF FREEDOM • 4 

• 



EXPERIMENTAL/ 00-fl! EVER BEEN 
-POWs - BEST-AGE/SEX COLUMNS • TREAT-ED FOR 

biITH QUESTIONNAIRE CRINKING PROBLEM 

. NOT NOT 19750 
ATTEMPT CCMPLE- NO ANS 1976 OR 3-10 YES ROW 

I 
-Ed x: 

t 
TED X x 

--I---------i 
RECENT 

i 
YEARS NFS NO SUMS 

-- - --- -­
KEY 

EXPERT-I 1351 571 21 11 1 if 451 241 PAW 
MENTAL 1 56.0171 23.651! 0.8301 0.4151 I 0.4151 18.6721 100.000 FPP 

I 100.0001 100.0001 66.6371 100.0001 1 33.-3331 33.0.881- 71.726 PPC 
I -----I---------I----------i ---I-------I---------I---------I 

BEST I 1 I 11 1 11 21 911 95 PAW 
-A&E/SfX-1-----------1- .- ----- 7 --- 1.9531--- -F --- 1.0`5 31 ---- 2r1^ 34 - -95..-7=897-----1-00. 000 - - RPR 
W/0 I 1 1 33.333! 1 100.0001 66.6671 66.9121 28.274 RPC 

I ----- I--------- I--------- t-------- I--------- I--------- I--------- I 
COLUMN 135 - 57 3 1 1 3 134 336 FAW 

SUMS 40.179 16.964 0.893 0.298 0.298- 0.893 40.476 100.000 RPR 
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 lOC•000 100.000 100.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED ON RAW FREQUENCY 

CH1 SQUARE - a250367 E Ct.

DEGREES CF FREEDOM - 3


NEW ORLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

NEW OFLEANS ACCIDENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERIMENTAL/ M-F!! HAS DRINKING

POWS - BEST ACE/SEX COLUMNS - EVER CAUSED


bUTH QUESTIONNAIRE LOSS CF JOB?


NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT CnMPLE- NC ANS TRUE/ F4LSE/ POW 
-ED X TED X X YES NO SUMS KEY 

EXPFRI-I 1351 ' °71 21 21 451 241 RAW 
MENTAL I 56.0171 23.651! Co830I 0.C'301 18.6721 IOC.000 RPR 

1 100.0001 100.0001 50.000! 50.0001 33.0881 71.726 RPC. 
I--------I---------1---------I---------I---------I 

BEST I I 1 21 21 911 95 RAW 
-AGF/SEXI - - ! 1 2.1051 2.1051 95.7891 1009000 RPR 

W/0 I I 1 50.0001 50.0001 66.9121 28.274 PPC 
I---------1---------I---------I---------I---------I 

fOLUMN 135 57 4 4 L36 336 RAW 

SUMS 40.179 16.564 1.190 1.190 40.476 100.000 PPR 
100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 130.000 IOC.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED DN RAW FREQUENCY 

CHI SQUARE - .498338

DEGREES CF FREEDOM'- I

YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE - •284966 E -01


CONT COEF • .595561 E -01 

G-72




VFW ORLEANS ACCICENT CATA----SUBJECT FILE 

EXPERtMFNTAt/ M-FII 00 YOU 
POWs a 8237 AGEISFX C N UMNS a FEEL YOU ARE 

IITM QUESTIONNAIRE A PROBLEM DRIMKER? 

NOT NOT 
ATTEMPT CCMPLE- NO ANS TRUE/ FALSE/ ROW 
-ED X TED X X YES NO SUMS KEY 

FXPERt-I 1351 571 21 21. 451 241 PAW 
MFNTAL 1 56.017! 23.6°.11 0.8301 0.8301 18.E721 ICC.000 APR 

1 100. 0001 100.0001 50.0001 28.5711 33. 2351 71.726 RPC 
I---------I---------1---------1---------I---------I 

REST 1 1 
ASE/SEX1 _. ._._._.._. t ..___.... 

1 
l 

21 
2.1051 

all 
5.2631 

881 95 RAW 
92.6321 -100.000- RPR 

W/Q I I 1 50.0001 71.4291 66.1651 2e.274 PPC 

COLUMN 135 57 4 7 133 336 RAW 
SUMS 40.179 16.964 1.190 2.C83 39.523 LOC.000 APR 

100.300 100.000 100.000 100.000 100.000 1CC.000 RPC 

STATISTICS BASED CN RAW FREQUENCY 

(II SQUARE n .826018 E -Cl 
GFGPEES CF FREEDOM * 1 
YATES CORRECTED CHI SQUARE _ .151717 E -01 

CONT COEF n .242830 E -01 



APPENDIX H 

Variable Definition 

Police Model 

Program Listing 
of Variable 

1. V-4 PAGE 

2.­ V-19 RACE 

3. V-31 Recoded 
Variable­

4. V-10 PCOND 

5.­ V-3 DAY OF WEEK 

Variable Description 

Pedestrian age­

Pedestrian race 

Age/Sex/Race Interaction­

Pedestrian "condition"­

Day of week 

Levels 

1=19-29 years 
2=30-39 
3=40-49 
4=50-59 
5=60-69 
6=70-98 

1=white 
2=black 
3=other, unknown 

1=male,19-58 yrs. 
2=male,60-98 yrs. 
3=female,white 
4=female,black 

and other 

1=inattentive 
2=variety of 

"other" condi­
tions 

3=had been 
drinking 

4=normal 
5=other, unknown 

1=Sunday 
2=Monday 
3=Tuesday 
4=Wednesday 
5=Thursday 
6=Friday 
7=Saturday 



APPENDIX H (Continued) 

Variable Definition 

Police Model 

Program Listing 
of Variable 

6. V-14 LIGHTING 

7. V-6 TC 

8. V-32 RECODED 
VARIABLE 

9. V-14 ATR 

Variable Description 

Lighting 

Traffic Control 

Location interaction 

Accident Type (from 
police report only) 

Levels 

1=daylight 
2=dark,no street lights. 
3=dusk or dawn 
4=dark, continuous 

street lighting 
5=dark,lights at 

intersection only 
9=other, unknown 

1=stop sign 
2=signal light 
3=painted lines only 
4=no control 
5=other, unknown 

. 1=non-intersection, 
residential 

2=non-intersection, 
business and other 

3=intersection, 
signal light 

4=intersection, 
residential, no 
signal light 

5=intersection, 
business and other, 
no signal light 

O=Dart-out First, 
Dart-out Second, 
Midblock Dash 

1=Intersection 
Dash, Trapped 

2=Vehicle Turn/Merge, 
Turning Vehicle 

3=Pedestrian Strikes 
Vehicle 

4=Multiple Threat 
5=Bus Stop 
6=Backing 
7=Other 
8=Weird, Disabled 

Vehicle, Auto-Auto, 
Pedestrian not in 
Road 

9=Not Classifiable H-2 



TOTAL POLICE MCDEL 

CEPENDENT VARIABLE V -18 BAC 

CODE N­ PERCEPT-­

.000 1 102 102. 48.34

.001-.09 2 22 22. 10.43


.10• 3 87 87. 41.23


V­ -4.PAGE 

CODE 1 2 3 
.000 .COI-.09.10' 

N 49 PERCENT 51.02 18.37 30.ol 
SUM W 49. ADJ PCT 45.47 19.08 15.44 
PCT 23.22 COEFF -2.87 8.65 -5.79 

N 30 PERCENT 30.OC 20.00 50.00 
SUM M 30. ADJ PCT 39.35 19.53 41.11 
PCT 14.22 COEFF -8.99 9.10 -0.11 

3­ N 34 PERCENT 38.24 8.81 52.94 
SUM w 34. ACJ PCT 51.09 10.16 38.74 
PCT 16.11 COEFF 2.75_ -0.27 -2.49 

29.1 .7 C.0._--_70.83 24 PERCENT __..... 
SUM W 24. ADJ PCT 45. LC -3.3U 58.20 
PCT 11.37 COEFF -3.24 -13.73 16.91 

5­ N 33 PERCENT 60.61 0.0 39.39 
SUM M 33. AOJ PCT 56.56 1.17 42.27 
PCT 15.64 COEFF 8.22 -9.26 1.04 

6­ N 41 PERCENT 68.29 9.76 21.45 
SLM W 41. AOJ PCT 51.34 9.13 39.53 
PCT 19.43 COEFF 3.00 -1.29 -1.71 

-19.RACE 

CODE 1 2_ 3 
.000 - .001-.09 LU+ 

1­ N 81 PERCENT 53.09 3.7U 43.11 
SUM M 81. ADJ PCT 57.09 8.05 34.87 
PCT 38.39 COEFF 8.14 -2.34 -6.31 

N 115 PERCENT 45.22 15.65 39.13 
SUM w 115. AOJ PCT 44.21 13.57 42.22 
PCT 54.50 COEFF -4.13 3.15 0.94 

3­ N 15 PERCENT 46.67 6.61 46.67 
SUM w 15. AUJ PCT 32.7E -0.85 bd.J7 
PCT 7.11 COEFF -15.51 -11.21 26.84 

V -31.kECUDEJ VARIABLE 

http:.COI-.09


CODE Y 1 2 3 
.000 .U01-.09 .10+ 

1 N 95 PERCENT 31.5E 11.5d bb. U4 
SCM W 95. ADJ PCT 44.12 IC.04 45.84 
PCT 45.02 COEFF -4.92 -(z}9 4,61 

2 N 44 PERCENT 54.55 4.55 40.91 
SLM W 44. ACJ PCT 42.01, 7.3J ­ 50.69_ 
PCT 20.85 COEFF -6.33 -3.12 9.46 

3 N 23 PERCENT 86.9E 0..0 13..Q4 
SUM w 23. AOJ PCT 63.5C 0.57 35.92 
PCT 10.90 COEFF 15.1E -S.85 -5.31 

4 N 49 PERCENT 57.14 18.31 24.49 
SUM W 49. ADJ PCT 55.05 18.61 26.30 
PCT 23.22 CCEFF 6.75 8.18 -14.93 „_. 

V -10.FCOND 

CODE Y 1 2 3 
.000 .001-.09,_^_ 

I N 21 PERCENT 66.67 19.05 14.29 
SLM W 21. ADJ PCT 57.72 13.86 28.42 
PCT 9.95 CCEFF 9.38 3.43 -12.81 

2 N 2 PERCENT 50.0C 0.0 50.00 
SLM W 2. ADJ PCT 23.33 -16.40 93.13 , _ 
PCT 0.95 COEFF 25.01 -26.8-1 51.90 

3 N 42 PERCENT 2.38 9.52 88.10 
SLM W 42. ADJ PCT 12.64 13.18 14.17 
PCT 19.91 CCEFF -35.7C 2.7b $2.94 

4 N 85 PERCENT 68.24 1C.59 21.18 
SLM W 85. AOJ PCT 62.76 7.01 40.23 
PCT 4).28 COEFF 14.42 -3.42 -11.00 

N 61 PERCENT 45.9C 8.20 45.90 _ 
SUM W 61. ADJ PCT 50.41 12.99 $6.59 
PCT 2d.91 COEFF 2.07 2.56 -4.64 

V 3.CAY OF WEEK 

CODE Y 1 2 
.600 .001-.09 .10+ 

1 N 27 PERCENT 25.93 3.70 70.31 
SUM W 27. ADJ PCT 37.83 7.65 54.52 
PCT 12.80 COEFF -10.51 -2.7d 13.29 

2 N 26 PERCENT 38.41 7.69 53.d5 
SLM W 26. ADJ PCT 44.77 6.44 48.79 
PCT 12.32 COEFF -3.57 -3.99 7.56 

3 N 30 PERCENT 63.33 10.Ou 26.61 
SUM w 30. AOJ PCT 56.51 9.10 14.4-1 



PCT 14.22 C(JEf F 8.1t -1.31 -6.d4 

4 N 32 PERCENT 71.88 6.2ti 21.08 
SUM W 32. ADJ VCT 62.39 8.23 29.37 
PCT 15.17 COEFF 14.05 -2.19 -L1.ob 

N 36 PERCENT 41.67 11.11 47.22 
SUM W 36. ADJ PCT 44.38 1C.70 44.92 
PCT 17.06 COEFF -3.9t. _- 0.2b.,._ ._ 3.68 

6 N 31 PERCENT 48.35 19.35 32.06 
SUM W 31. AOJ PCT 41._01 18.23 40.76 
PCT 14.69 COEFF -7.34 7.80 -0.41 

N 29 PERCENT 44.83 13.79 41.38 
SLM W 29. AOJ PCT 50.13 11.69 38.17 
PCT 13.74 COEFF 1.79 1.21 -3.06 

V 14.LIGHTING 

COOE Y 1 2 3 
.000 .0OL-.09 .10+ 

1 N 116 PERCENT 62.93 14.60 22.41 
SUM W 116. ACJ PCT 51.94 15.69 46.37 
PCT 54.98 COEFF 9.60 5.27 -14.86 

2 N 4 PERCENT 50.00 0.0 50.00 
SUM W 4. AOJ PCT 58.22 -10.08 51.86 
PCT 1.90 COEFF 9.88 -20.51 LO. b3 

N 8 PERCENT, 50.00 12.50 31.50 
SUM W 8. ADJ PCT 55.87 18.9o 25.11 
P CT 3.79 COEFF 7.53 8.54 -16.06 

N 75 PERCENT 28.00­ - 4.00 
......._._68.00 

SUM. w 75. AOJ PCT 35.OE 1.83 63.09 
PCT 35.55 COEFF -13.2t -8.59 21.do 

5 N 6 PERCENT 16.61 16.61 66.67 
SUM W 6. ACJ PCT 7.7C 17.61 74.70 
PCT 2.84 COEFF -40.65 7.18 33.46 

N 2 PERCENT 50.00 0.0 5J.00 
SUM W 2. AOJ PCT 61.15''12.63 26.22 
PCT 0.95 COEFF 12.81 2.21 -15.01 

V -6 .TC 

CODE Y 1 2 
.000 .001-.OY LU+ 

N 9 PERCENT 55.56 0.0 44.44 
SCM W 9. ADJ PCT 60.9E 1.29 31.73 
PCT 4.27 COEFF 12.14 -9.14 -3.50 

2 N 45 PEkCENT 66.67 11.11 22.22 
SUM w 45. ADJ PCT 51.34 9.96 Ja.7U 
PCT 21.33 CCEFF 3.UC -0.47 -2.53 



3	 N 55 FEkCE^VT 43.64 14.55 41.02 
SUM W 55. ADJ PCT 51.34 13.3(1 05.4 
PCT 26.07 COEFF 2.9E 2.94 -5.d9 

4	 N 93 PERCENT 40.8E 9,68 49.40 
SLM W 93. ADJ PCT 41.25 11.21 47.44 
PCT 44.08 COEFF -7.05 0.84 6.21 

5	 N 9 PERCENT 55.56 0.0 44.44• 
SUM W 9. AOJ PCT 75.45 -4.70 19.2(+ 
PCT 4.27 CUEFF 27.1C -15.13 -11.97 

V -32.RE000EO VARIABLE 

CODE	 Y 
•000 

1 2
.001-.09 .10+ 

3 

1	 N 27 PERCENT 31.04 
SUM W 27. ADJ PCT 45.08 
PCT 12.80 COEFF -3.24 

11.11 
0.11, 

-4.32 

51.85 
4d. 82 

7.50 

2	 N 70 PERCENT 50.00 
SUM W 70. ADJ PCT 54.95 
PCT 33.18 COEFF b.61 

17.14 
15.55 
5.13 

32,.80 
29.50 

-11.13 

3	 N 35 PERCENT 65.71 
SLM W 35. ADJ PCT 41.41 
PCT 16.59 COEFF -6.88 

6.51 
9.14 

-1.28 

25. 11 
49.3'9 

8.1 

4	 N 22 PERCENT 68.le 
SLM W 22. ADS PCT 't8.IE 
PCT 10.43 CCEFF 19.84 

C.0 
6.83 

-3.59 

31.02 
24. v9 

-16.25 

N . 57 PERCENT 33.33 
SLM W 57. AOJ PCT 38.34 
PCT 21.01 COEFF -10.00 

7.02 
8.3s 

-2.Od 

59.05 
53.31 
12.08 

V -14.ATR 

CODE' Y 1
.000 

2
.001-.09 

3 
.10+ 

0	 N 35 PERCENT 45.71 
SLM W 35. ADJ PCT 42.25 
PCT ib.59 COEFF -6.05 

17.14 
15.10 
4.61 

37.14 
42.02 

1.38 

1	 N 47 PERCENT 51.04 
SLM w 47. ADJ PCT 54.44 
PCT 22.27 CCEFF 6.1C 

4.20 
4.7u 

-5.61 

44.bd 

4U.dl 
-0.43 

2	 N 7 PENCENT 71.43 
SUM W 7. ACJ PLT 60.29 
PCT 3.32 COEFF 11.95 

14.29 
17.90 
7.41 

14.29 
LL.dl 

-19.41 

3	 N L3 PENCENT 23.Ot 
SUM W 13. A0J PCT 33.53 
PCT 6.16 COEFF -14.81 

7.69 
4.30 

-6.14 

u9.23 
02.11 
20.94 



4	 N to PERCENT 
SUM M 10. ACJ PCT 
PCT 4.74 COEFF 

5	 N 7 PERCENT 
SUM M 7. ADJ PCT 
PCT 3.32 COEFF 

6	 N 5 PERCENT 
SUM M 5. AOJ PCT 
PCT 2.37 COEFF 

7	 N 24 PERCENT 
SUM M 24. ACJ PCT 
PCT 11.37 CCEFF 

8	 N 17 PERCENT 
SUM U 17. AOJ PCT 
PCT 8.06 COEFF 

9	 N 46 PERCENT 
SUM M 46. ADJ PCT 
PCT 21.80 COEFF 

*****TIME 23 17 15 63 

80.0C 0.0 10. J) 
551.3E 3.54 l7.Ud 
11.04 -6.88 -4.1b 

85.71 14.2i 0.0 
81.85 C_.90 17.25 
33.51 -9.53 -23.98 

80.0C 0.0 0.U 
66.(1 0 -8.44 42.44 
17.6E -18.87 1.20 

33.33 16.61 50.00 
24.61 16.81 58.47 

-23.67 6.44 17.23 

58.82 11.7b 19.41 
42.95 12.03 45.02 
-5.39 1.60 3.79 

39.13 1C.87 50.u0 
54.01 14.3) 31.69 
5.67 3.8d -9.55 



TOTAL POLICE MODEL 

3 CODES FOR DEPENUE''T VARUAtsLE V -Id 64C. 

CODE 1' 2 3 
.UDC .CC1-.09 lu+ 

N 102.- ..__....__..22 .....__..- d7 ... 
SUM WT 1C2. L2. 87. 
PERCENT 48.34 10.43 41.23 
R-SQUARED 0.4802 - .-__•03(15 ._-__.0.5.y75 . __. 
R-SQUAREC (ADJUSTED) 0.3503 C.04d1 0.4344 

V -4 PAGE Y 
.000 .001-.09 .10+ 

ETA- SQUARED = 0 .0E3b 0.0616 O.J956 
BETA-591tAKED _ Q.,Q113 4kd9_ ..-_Qa.Qi1w.......... 

GENERALIZED ETA-SQUARE = 0.0850 

BIVARIATE ThETA = 0.5829 

.Y--19 RACE 
OOC .001-.U9 .10+ 

ETA-SQUARED = O.OC57 0.0356 O.u045 
BETA-SQUARED - 0.:0224 0.017x 0.0218 

GENERALIZED ETA-SQUARE 0.0091 

BIVARIATE TPETA = 0.4834 

-31 RECUDED VARIABLE Y 
. 00C .CC 1 -.(j9 .10+ 

ETA-SQUARED = 0.1262 0.0367 0.1079 
BETA-SQUARED = 0.0208 C.0302 0.0343 

CENERALIZED ETA-SQUARE = J.1043 

EIVARIATE TI-ETA = 0.5972 

V -10 PCONO Y

.OOC .OCI-.O5i .10+


ETA-SQUARED = 0.2463 C.Olu7 0.2d)J

BETA-SQUARED = 0.1415 0.0173 0.129L


GENERALIZED ETA-SQUARE = 0.2227 

BIVARIATE TI-ETA = 0.6540 

V 3 LAY OF WEEK Y

.000 .OCI-.()v .1u+


ETA-SQUARED 0.0807 0.0243 u.u9o2

BETA-SQUAkED = 0.0265 C.0140 0.0153


CENERALIZEU ETA-SQUARE = 0.07dl 

BIVARIATE TIETA = 0.5687 

V 14 LIGHTING Y

.DOC .OCI-.09 LO+


H- 8




ETA-S..UAKED = 0.1173 0.0iJ9 0.1942 
bETA-SGUAKED = 0.0663 C.057d 0.13#1 

EENERALIZED ETA-SQUARE = 0.1353 

BIVARIATE THETA = 0.63'19 

V -6 TC Y 
.000 0CI-.U9 1J+ 

ETA-S;.UAKE0 = 0.0426 0.0150 0.0445 
BETA-SQUARED = 0.0257 0.0171 0.0140 

GENERALIZED ETA-SQUARE = 0.0390 

BIVARIATE THETA = 0.5213 

V -32 RECODED VARIABLE Y 
_.. _ 0 1-.U9 __.J -- ---- ---- ----.000 

ETA-SQUARED = 0.067d 0.0322 0.037 
BETA-SQUAREU = 0.0361 0.0149 U.J541 

GENERALIZED ETA-SQUARE = 0.0645 

BIVARIATE THETA = 0.5735 

V -14 ATR Y 
.000 .OC1 -.U9 .10+ 

ETA-SGUAKEO = 0.0922 0.0319 0.4638 
BETA-SQUARED = 0.0625 0.0394 0.0473 

GENERALIZED ETA-SQUARE = 0.0791 

BIVARIATE TI-ETA = 0.5545 

******* ** ** ** ******* * ***** *** *** ***** * * * **********'* *******+­

MULTIVARIATE STATISTICS 

GENERALIZED R**2 0.4695 

MULTIVARIATE THETA 0.1&20 

CORRECTLY CLASSED %T. N 90 3 72 

CORRECTLY CLASSED PROPORTION 0.8@24 0.1s64 0.4276 



ACTUAL 

.000 1 
PERCENT 

.U01-.09 1 
Pt.RCENT 

.10+ 3 
PERCENT 

TOTAL 

*****TIME 23 17 26 68 

CLAj51 F ICAT IOA MATRl x 

PRECICTED 
1 2 

.JJU .u01-.09 .10+ 

10 1 LU lU2 
88.24 1.96 9.80 

13 3 6 22 
59.09 L3.64 27.27 

15 0 72 b7 
17.24 0.0 82.70 

L18 S 88 211 



APPENDIX I 

Pedestrian Alcohol Countermeasures 

Once the field study was completed and its results analyzed, 
efforts turned to a preliminary identification of countermeasures 
Lo combat the pedestrian alcohol problem. Ideas for such counter­
mcasures'were explored at a conference held in the fall of 1978. 

In planning the conference, it was decided that an innova­
tive approach should be undertaken in order to make maximum use 
of each participant's creativity. The conference was therefore 
scheduled for a weekend (September 29 through October 1) and 
located at the Smithsonian Institution's Belmont Conference 
Center in Elkridge, Maryland. This environment permitted indoor 
and outdoor sessions, a casual atmosphere and non-conformance 
with the usual day-to-day work routine. 

Thirteen individuals attended the conference. They were 
selected as representatives of several different traffic safety 
disciplines, with a common interest in pedestrian safety. They 
included Dr. Ralph Jones of the Midamerica Research Institute, 
Ms. Sylvia Roman of the Puerto Rico Traffic Safety Commission, 
Mr. Richard Knoblauch of BioTechnology, Inc., Dr. Earl Wiener 
of the University of Miami, Mr. Sam Yaksich, Jr., of the AAA 
Foundation for Traffic Safety, Captain Charles LaDell of the 
New Orleans Police Department, Dr. Alfred Farina, Jr., and Dr. 
Stephen Benson of NHTSA's Off.,ce of Driver and Pedestrian 
Research, Mr. James Fell of NHTSA's Statistics and Analysis 
Division, and Mr. Richard Blomberg, Mr. Robert Ulmer, Mr. Allen 
Hale and Dr. Harold Jacobs of Dunlap and Associates, Inc. 

As indicated previously, the conference approach was one of 
informality and creativity. The emphasis was placed on ideas, 
not concrete results. Procedures included adaptations of crea­
tivity enhancement techniques such as game playing, role playing 
and general discussion. 

Initially, the conference participants developed a list of 
professions (e.g., physician, teacher, sports figure), a list of 
life's intervention points (e.g., first social engagement, being 
hospitalized, applying for a mortgage) and a list of influences 
(e.g., hunger, fear, guilt, pain, joy, responsibility). Each 
suggestion was duplicated on a separate card, and each partici­
pant was "dealt a hand"--a profession, an intervention point and 
an influence. Participants were then asked to develop one or 
more ideas to employ the specific influence at the specific in­
tervention point through the specific profession toward the end 
of preventing an alcohol pedestrian accident or reducing the prob­
ability of its occurrence. In the role-playing sessions, par­
ticipants acted out incidents in which pedestrian alcohol acci­
dents were overrepresented (for example, dart-outs and dashes) 
and played roles which included, among others, the pedestrian, 
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the car, the driver, the roadway, time of day, etc. 

This approach resulted in a variety of countermeasure ideas. 
Some seem practical and implementable. Some have been tried be­
fore on the driver alcohol problem. Some are currently being im­
plemented as driver and pedestrian countermeasures. Others are 
of a "blue sky" nature--possibly totally impractical or even 
counterproductive. Others might alleviate pedestrian alcohol 
problems while at the same time creating other safety problems. 
No attempt was made at the conference or will be made herein to 
evaluate these ideas. They stand by themselves as the products 
of a creative process which may themselves catalyze further 
creative development. 

The conference concluded with a request for each participant 
to give his own opinion as to the most fruitful area (for example, 
engineering, education) on which to focus for a pedestrian alcohol 
countermeasure. For most participants, it was a difficult task 
to select one specific area. Some had obvious and direct prefer­
ences. Some "leaned toward" an area (for example, changing the 
alcohol product itself) but considered it unrealistic so felt 
compelled to vote for a secondary area. Others found a need to 
express their preferences in terms of short-term, mid-term and 
long-term practicality of solutions. 

Ten countermeasure areas were identified by the participants 
as a result of this exercise. These areas are: 

Community mental health--the overall problem of alco­
holism and the need for an approach aimed at curing 
the alcoholic or, if that cannot be accomplished, pro­
tecting him from hurting himself and others on the 
highway. 

Adjudication--the threat of legal sanctions, for ex­
ample, enacting per se laws for pedestrians that would 
make them automatically culpable in an accident if 
their BAC's are above a specified level. 

Economics--making the cost of drinking more expensive 
through taxation, for example, or by making it more 
difficult to buy a drink by not permitting use of 
credit cards for liquor purchases, by requiring exact 
change for liquor purchases, or making each successive 
drink more expensive. 

Product--making some change in the product itself, for 
example, reducing the proof of alcoholic beverages or 
adding a substance to alcohol that would have an un­
pleasant effect (e.g., profuse sweating) but not a 
deleterious one in terms of psychomotor performance at 
a certain BAC level. 



Case Finding/Detection--locating the high BAC pedes­
trian and removing him from the roadway, for example, 
providing government funds for reimbursing taxi drivers 
for picking up pedestrians who meet-the profile of the 
high risk drinker and giving them.free rides home. 

Symptoms--employing the symptoms of:'high BACs, such as 
decreased visual acuity or poor motor coordination, as 
a preventive measure. For example, developing and in­
stalling in bars a strobe light that wouldn't bother 
sober people but would be so visually disorienting to 
people at high BAC levels that they couldn't walk. 

Engineering--redesign of the sidewalk or roadway or 
redefinition of ordinances that affect motor vehicle 
and pedestrian traffic, such as, reducing the speed 
of traffic at night, creating pedestrian malls at night 
in high risk areas, or adding "life-lines" along the 
sides of buildings. 

Education--Youth/School--starting the alcohol pedestrian 
education process at the school level. For example, 
having controlled drinking sessions in high schools 
and having students at various BAC levels perform a 
task similar to crossing a street, or having teachers, 
coaches and driver education instructors use their in­
fluence to promote responsible drinking behavior. 

Education--Mass Media--using newspapers, television, 
radio, magazines, advertisements, etc., to educate the 
public to the pedestrian alcohol problem. For example, 
having a prominent sports figure appear on television 
and relate an actual experience of being hit by a car 
while at a high BAC level and appeal for responsible 
drinking behavior. 

Education--Public Responsibility--urging the public and 
all its segments (clergy, parents', industry, social 
workers, physicians, bartenders, police, lawyers, libra­
rians--in fact all citizens) to use their influence to 
promote responsible drinking behavior. For example, 
encouraging industry to set up group therapy sessions 
for employees who drink, encouraging lawyers to promote 
adequate pedestrian intoxication laws and urging parents 
to teach their children responsible drinking behavior. 

No clear-cut preference emerged from the conference partici­
pants for any one of the above-listed areas. Three attendees 
felt that the pedestrian alcohol problem was really a community 
health problem. Three participants felt that engineering was 
the best approach to solving the problem. One felt that the 
responsibility of the public must be exploited. The other five 
expressed preferences for dealing with the product itself, the 
symptoms of drunkenness, the economics of drinking, education 
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through the mass media and youth education, respectively. 

These 10 areas have been used as a means .of organizing the 
countermeasure ideas suggested by the conference. It should be 
noted that there is not a clear-cut differentiation among the 10 
countermeasure categories; rather, there is a good deal of over­
lap among them. For example, there is only one countermeasure 
listed under the "community mental health" category. Many of 
those countermeasures listed under "education--public responsi­
bility" also recognize the pedestrian alcohol safety problem as 
a community health problem as do countermeasures listed under 
other categories. In addition, several of the countermeasures 
listed under "symptoms" are, in effect, "engineering" counter­
measures. These include suggestions for sidewalk design and 
design and operation of pedestrian lights. They were included 
in the "symptom" category since the idea for the countermeasure 
was based on a symptom of behavior at high blood alcohol levels. 
Other areas in which the countermeasures overlap or in which 
countermeasures could be shifted from one category to another 
will doubtless be noted by the reader. 

The countermeasures themselves are listed in succeeding 
paragraphs of this appendix. It should be noted that all ideas 
presented at the conference are included together with several 
ideas presented by a review of the conference tapes. The order 
of presentation is approximately chronological within category 
and is not intended to imply a ranking along any evaluative 
dimension. 

Community Mental Health 

Decriminalize public intoxication and have respon­
sibility for the problem drinker assumed by a 
social service agency. Thus, the police might be 
called in to apprehend the victim, and then the 
victim would be turned over to a social service 
agency for care. 

Adjudication 

Enact per se laws for pedestrians which will make 
them automatically culpable if their BAC is above 
a specified level and will preclude pedestrian 
victims with BAC's above that level from obtaining 
compensation from a driver or an insurance company. 

Enact an "implied consent" law for pedestrians so 
that other countermeasures dependent on a quanti­
tative BAC measurement could be adopted. 

Remove liability from the striking driver's in­
surance company if the pedestrian's BAC is above 
a presumptive limit. 



Extend bartender liability laws to include pedes­
trian situations. 

Extend authority to meter maids and other govern­
ment employees (for example, mailmen, crossing 
guards, etc.) to issue warnings to pedestrians 
who are intoxicated. This would increase the iden­
tification of individuals who drink and walk. 

Make a host or hostess liable if a guest is in­
volved in a pedestrian accident while under the 
influence of alcohol he/she served. 

Hold a specific liquor company liable for an acci­
dent if it can be proven that the individuals 
involved (pedestrian and/or driver) had been 
drinking that company's brand. In essence, this 
would be a product liability law extension. 

Economics 

- Have insurance companies refuse insurance (e.g., 
life insurance) to people known to walk while 
intoxicated. 

Create a mandatory pedestrian insurance plan with 
a floating premium scale depending on the indivi­
dual's risk. If detected by police in an unsafe 
pedestrian act, the insurance company would be 
notified and the premium would go up. This could 
create a financial incentive for pedestrian safety. 
General pedestrian insurance could even be a check­
off on the Federal income tax form and premiums 
could be scaled for high risk pedestrians who 
drink to high BAC levels. 

Prohibit use of credit cards for purchase of 
drinks in restaurants and bars. 

Require drinks in bars to be paid for in cash per 
drink, i.e., no tabs. Possibly the customer should 
be required to pay exact cash for each drink. 

Make each successive drink purchased in a bar/ 
restaurant more expensive. 

Have a separate credit card for alcohol which, for 
a given time period, would limit the bearer to a 
set number of drinks. This could be a separate 
"drinking" card having nothing to do with credit. 

Issue alcohol stamps like a ration card so that 
alcohol is only available by use of the stamps. 



Have restauranteurs notify credit agencies of 
excessive drinking by patrons. 

Put a special tax on liquor that would be used 
exclusively for medical care for those injured in 
alcohol-related accidents. The tax would be 
variable depending on the risk--if the risk went 
up, so would the tax; if the risk went down, so 
would the tax. 

Product 

Reduce the proof of alcoholic beverages. This 
would reduce the BAC of those pedestrians who 
consume a set number of drinks; it would not 
affect those who drink to a perceived psycholo­
gical state. 

Put something else in alcoholic beverages that 
will produce the "feeling" normally associated 
with alcohol without producing the psychomotor 
degradation that accompanies high BAC's. Thus, 
the euphoria of alcohol would be induced without 
its side effects. 

Put an agent in alcoholic beverages that would 
produce an adverse, but safe, physiological re­
action at a certain BAC level below that at which 
risk increases dramatically. In other words, 
the substance would be benign at low concentra­
tions and mildly toxic at high concentrations. 
This would either deter excessive drinking for 
those who fear the side effects or place a limit 
on BAC for those who continue to drink. Care 
would have to be exercised to ensure that the 
agent itself was not deleterious to safety. It 
might cause an uncomfortable physiological response 
(for example, profuse sweating); it should not 
cause psychomotor impairment. 

Case Finding/Detection 

Allow taxi drivers to pick up pedestrians who 
meet the profile of the high risk drinker (age, 
sex, time of day, etc.) and give them free rides 
home. The fare would be paid by the government. 
In essence, this is a way to implement a "ped 
sweeper" concept without creating special teams 
to accomplish the task. 

Educate the public to carry luminescent devices 
at night as a safety measure to increase their 
visibility. Bartenders could give out luminescent 
sticks to intoxicated patrons as a protective measure; 
the sticks could serve as chits for a free drink when 
no longer glowing. The sticks could also serve as 
chits for a free taxi ride home. 
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Attach sensing devices to people in bars. Such 
devices would sound an alarm at a specified BAC 
level. 

Build a chemical into a toothpick so that it 
would turn red at a given BAC level. Use of 
such toothpicks would provide private hosts as 
well as bartenders with an indication of the BAC 
level of their guests or patrons and point out 
those who should not walk or drive (the BAC levels 
would be different). 

Symptoms 

Develop a strobe light that will not bother sober 
people but will cause so much disorientation at 
certain BAC levels that the individual cannot 
walk. Such lights could be installed in bars or 
on streets with a high proportion of intoxicated 
pedestrians. 

Design bar exits that are so visually disorienting 
at high BAC levels that inebriated people cannot 
get through them. 

Design door handles or latches that require manual 
dexterity so that exit doors from bars cannot 
easily be opened by persons with high BAC levels. 
In essence, this is like the safety closures on 
medicine bottles. 

Design sidewalks so that they slant upwards on 
the curb side so that if an intoxicated pedestrian 
staggers, he is more likely to stagger toward the 
building rather than into the street. 

Install quick-reacting pedestrian lights. In 
addition to stopping traffic, such lights might 
assist the intoxicated person in releasing some 
of his aggressive behavior by giving him a sense 
of power. 

Design pedestrian lights that require a complex 
series of coordinated procedures for them to be 
activated. A person at a high BAC level would 
not have the physical coordination to activate 
the lights. 

Develop a spray product that can be used to put 
a staggering, intoxicated person to sleep for a 
few hours until his BAC level has been reduced 
and it is safe for him to walk or drive. 



Engineering 

Create pedestrian malls from 10:00 p.m. to 2:00 
a.m. in areas that have a high level of individuals 
who walk while intoxicated. 

Install pressure-sensitive sidewalks that cause 
a light to come on when a person is walking on 
the sidewalk or, alternatively, when a person on 
the sidewalk moves toward the curb. Such a light 
would serve as a warning to drivers that a pedes­
trian is on the sidewalk and might make the driver 
more vigilant to a possible dart-out problem. 

Reduce the speed limit at night in the city. 

Do not permit parked cars on the street at night 
in the city. 

Install pedestrian rails on sidewalks to prevent 
pedestrians from crossing the street except at 
crosswalks. 

Install a life-line (a rope or rail) along the sides 
of buildings that a pedestrian could hold onto as 
he walks on the sidewalk. Such a life-line might 
be helpful to the handicapped and elderly as well 
as to the intoxicated pedestrian. Install over­
head handles (similar to subway handles) at inter­
sections. Pedestrians could use the handles to 
guide them across the street. The moving handle 
would be visible to the motorist and alert him 
to the fact that a pedestrian was crossing the 
street. 

Education--Youth/School 

Include in the driver education curriculum a com­
parison of the effects of alcohol and those of 
old age. For example, both result in decreased 
reaction time and a decrease in visual acuity. 
Thus, when drinking, the individual's psychomotor 
responses are much like those of'old age. 

- Have driver education instructors warn students 
of the negative impressions they create when 
drinking and of the consequences of drinking. 

Include material in the driver education curriculum 
which emphasizes that refusing a drink makes you 
just as important as accepting ore. Youth should 
be convinced that it is a sign of strength (of 
being grown up) to refuse a drink. 



Get chronic alcoholics together with youth groups 
for discussion of actual problems encountered by 
the alcoholics. Such meetings would be similar 
to those in which hardened criminals discuss their 
situations and problems with youths and first 
offenders. 

Have toxicologists, coroners or medical examiners 
go to schools to warn young children of the dangers 
of pedestrian accidents and alcohol. Perhaps, 
after each injury or fatal pedestrian accident, 
they could go to the schools and recreate the acci­
dent to emphasize the importance of appropriate 
pedestrian behavior and the effect of alcohol on 
that behavior. 

Encourage school coaches to provide advice on 
physical well-being, especially relative to the 
use of alcohol. 

Include alcohol training in basic safety curricula 
such as the "Officer Friendly" program. 

Form school youth groups to control student drink­
ing activities not only at school but also on the 
street, at discos or any place of assembl,. The 
members of the group should have rap sessions with 
drinking youths in an attempt to identify problems 
or reasons for the drinking and should have the 
authority to issue warnings for excessive drinking. 

Conduct controlled drinking sessions in high school. 
Give students alcohol and have them perform a 
task similar to crossing a street to provide a 
graphic illustration of the impairing ability of 
alcohol on walking. 

Conduct controlled experiments of drinking,. driving 
and walking. Have adults be the subjects and have 
youths run the tests under the direction of tech­
nicians. Show how driving degrades with increas­
ing BAC level. Include a simulation of the pedes­
trian dart-out problem and a drunk pedestrian to 
emphasize the dangers of drinking and driving or 
walking. 

Illustrate the psychomotor degradation of alcohol 
to children through "simulations." For example, 
tunnel vision and lack of complete motor control 
could be demonstrated in a controlled school en­
vironment. 

Have school children work in the emergency room 
on Friday, Saturday and Sunday to view firsthand 
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the dangers of improper use of alcohol. 

If children come to school with alcohol on their 
breath, form them into groups and provide them 
with some useful but degrading experience, such as 
picking up beer cans from the road, etc. The event 
should be a public exposure. 

Education--Mass Media 
e 

Have sports figures go on TV and purposely drink 
to a high BAC and display their lack of skills 
while under the influence. For example, a base­
ball player who easily hits the ball sober cannot 
make contact at a high BAC. The situation is then 
related to the task of being a pedestrian. Care 
must be exercised to avoid issuing a "challenge" 
to the viewer who might feel that "the sports 
figure can't do it but I can." 

Have a recovered alcoholic entertainer give a true 
confession of being hit by a car while at a high 
BAC and ask for responsible rather than irrespon­
sible drinking behavior. 

Have a TV spot that shows a prominent tennis cham­
pion leaving a physician's office. The champion 
comments that his goal is to win a major tennis 
tournament and-he must therefore keep himself in 
good health and avoid anything that would prevent 
him from reaching that goal. He indicates that 
alcohol is one of the dangers he must avoid just 
as it must be avoided by pedestrians since alcohol 
use can prevent pedestrians from reaching their 
goals. 

Permit emergency departments to run BAC tests on 
all patients. The results (including injuries 
and fatalities) would be made public in order to 
educate people to the dangers of alcohol. 

Produce a "birthdayscope" (similar to a horoscope) 
in newspapers and magazines which lists a person's 
chances of dying from various causes as a function 
of age. This could be general or specific to 
alcohol ingestion. It might convince people of 
the dangers of alcohol and engender a general 
safety improvement. 

Require warnings in liquor advertisements about 
the dangers of alcohol use. 

Require liquor companies to use a balanced approach 
in their advertising as part of their licensing 
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process. That is, alcohol advertising should 
include both the pleasures and the dangers of alcohol 
use. 

Put subtle messages on alcohol abuse in popular 
TV programs. 

Make a computerized video game of getting a pedes­
trian across various street configurations. By 
having variable BAC levels for the pedestrian, 
demonstrations could be made of the effects of 
increasing intoxication up to and including re­
verse or irrational behavior at very high levels. 
For example, the pedestrian could be directed to 
go forward and he goes backward, or vice versa. 
Resistance could be added to th(4 control stick 
(or other manipulation device) io make it more 
difficult to maneuver the pedestrian as the BAC 
level increases. Such a game cquld show both 
reduced judgment and loss of psychomotor control. 

Put labels on appropriate drugs that would indicate 
that the user's walking or driving ability will 
be impaired if the drug is used in combination 
with alcohol. 

Education--Public Responsibility 

Encourage restaurant,owners to emphasize good 
cuisine and deemphasize drinking. 

Provide education programs for bartenders on 
alcohol and pedestrian and driver safety. Barten­
ders' responsibilities to their customers should 
be emphasized and they should be encouraged to 
advise their clients of the dangers of walking 
and driving at high BAC levels. 

Educate the public to the socia'. acceptability of 
taking naps after drinking and have bartenders 
encourage drunk patrons to take a nap in a back 
room. 

Encourage industry to promote interest in reducing 
excessive drinking by setting up therapy sessions 
for employees who drink. Their families should 
be included. 

Encourage use of group stress therapy sessions in 
education and industry. In these sessions, the 
dangers of dealing with stress through alcohol 
should be emphasized. 



Convince parents to get exceedingly drunk in 
front of their children at least once under con­
trolled conditions. Since children use parents 
as role models, this might make them understand 
the problems associated with irresponsible alcohol 
use. Perhaps the model of responsible alcohol 
use that parents typically try to present to 

,children is counterproductive. 

Develop a game aimed at new parents. Various

possible outcomes of child raising (including

child drinking) could be included and matched with

probabilities that the events will occur. The

goal of the game would be to develop a strategy

to overcome an adverse outcome (such as excessive

drinking) or prevent its occurrence.


Encourage parents to have their children leave

early for school in order that they will have

plenty of time to cross the street at corners and

not dart out between cars.


Have the clergy stress each indjvidual's obliga­
tions not only to himself but also to society not 
"to waste himself" and "to keep himself in one 
piece." Each individual should, in effect, have 
a "social contract" to protect qnd,preserve him­
self, and this contract should include responsible 
use of alcohol both as a driver and-as a pedestrian. 

Have social workers who treat unemployed alcoholics 
point out the transportation choices available in 
an attempt to encourage intoxicated people to 
use public transportation and not attempt to walk 
home from bars or private residences when they have 
been drinking. 

Convince physicians to refer patients under stress 
to alcohol counseling. Such counseling should also 
be designed to include the dangers of walking and 
driving at high BAC's. 

Encourage lawyers to promote adequate pedestrian 
intoxication laws, perhaps based on DWI or DUI laws. 

Convince librarians to use bookmobiles to give 
out information on pedestrian safety to children. 

Take steps to increase a pedestrian's perceived 
risk so that the task of crossing streets is attended 
to with more intensity. This could be accomplished, 
for example, through messages, engineering or in­
creased police patrols. 



Try to make people realize that they leave a stigma 
on their families if they die in an accident as a 
result of alcohol abuse. 

Emphasize to children the money it costs to drink 
and the thousands of dollars they could save in 
a lifetime (or have for other purposes) if they 
didn't drink or didn't drink to excess. 
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